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Through the eyes of a leader within a virtual non-profit organization (referred to as the Centre), this 
Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) explores the lack of formal accountability amongst an 
international team of volunteers. The lack of formal accountability has the potential to hinder all 
interactions of the team, decreasing efficiency of the organization and ultimately decreasing its impact 
on beneficiaries. The relationship between the volunteer leaders and the Centre is described as 
organizational volunteerism, where organizations are voluntarily contributing their human resources to 
benefit the international community. This improvement plan examines a combination of complementary 
leadership approaches that form a conceptual model of virtually constructed leadership. The main 
leadership approaches are adaptive leadership to enhance accountability, authentic leadership to 
explore virtual identity, and connective leadership to encourage collaboration. Through an exploration 
of the organizational context and possible solutions, this OIP ultimately proposes a solution of home-
grown accountability where home organizations take a larger role in participating in the work of the 
Centre through a more formal relationship. The solution allows leaders in the Centre to leverage the 
structure of the home organization to create a sense of formal accountability in the volunteer team. The 
change implementation plan for this solution is built around appreciative inquiry, a constructivist 
approach to change that focuses on the potential of the organization, and engaging the passion and 
commitment of volunteers. Appreciative inquiry as a change model is used to develop collaboration and 
accountability within the volunteer team, ultimately improving the effectiveness of the Centre in its 
goals for today and the future.  
Keywords: virtually constructed leadership, adaptive leadership, connective leadership, 





 There is a lack of formal accountability amongst an international virtual team of volunteers. This 
Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) examines virtual leadership and how it may have a positive 
impact within the context of an international non-profit organization through a constructivist lens. This 
OIP is unique: the nature of a virtual, international team of volunteers presents a series of challenges 
that require nimble leadership to get the most of this context for growth in the Centre (the organization 
of focus). 
 Beginning with the organizational context, this OIP discusses the genesis and leadership of the 
Centre, a key finding being that the organization is still relatively young as it was formally established in 
2012 (The Centre, 2019). There are many influences on the Centre, including the non-profit nature and 
its reach to almost 200 countries worldwide. Of particular interest is the composition of people that 
make up the Centre: core staff (~5), volunteer leaders (~10), volunteer contributors (~150), and home 
organization leaders (~150). The volunteer leaders are organizational volunteers where they are paid 
professionally for their work in their home organizations and their time is contributed by those 
organizations voluntarily to support the Centre. Organizational volunteerism poses a particular 
challenge for this organization as there are no formal accountability structures, which has hindered 
collaboration between members of the team. 
 The organization currently operates under an adhocracy model (Toffler, 1970), where adhocracy 
is positioned in opposition to bureaucracy. This organic model requires significant collaboration, 
communication, and trust to be effective. The future state of the Centre still operates in an adhocracy 
model, but balances this model with strategy and direction to ensure effectiveness. To achieve that 
future state, the OIP examines possible solutions.  
 Success in this organization is defined by the people within. Due to the virtual nature of almost 




leadership is intended to bridge the gap between traditional leadership approaches and current realities 
of virtual collaboration to address three main issues: collaboration, accountability, and identity. The 
virtually constructed leadership approach combines adaptive leadership (Heifetz et al., 2009; Heifetz & 
Laurie, 2009) to enhance accountability, authentic leadership (Storberg-Walker & Gardiner, 2017) to 
explore virtual identity, and connective leadership (Lipman-Blumen, 1998; 2010; 2017) to encourage 
collaboration. It is the synergy created by these combined approaches that supports leaders to be 
effective in a virtual environment. The virtually constructed leadership approach lends itself well to 
appreciative inquiry as a change model as it highlights strengths of the team and seeks to leverage them 
for the benefit of the organization (Cooperrider et al., 2008). 
 Appreciative inquiry is the primary change model for this OIP as it is aligned with the needs of 
the key people which make up the Centre: it leverages motivation of leaders, focuses on the potential of 
organizational change, and recognizes the need for continuous improvement and learning in an 
organization. It is within the virtually constructed leadership approach and appreciative inquiry change 
model that the proposed solution is found: home-grown accountability. 
 Home-grown accountability is a proposed solution in which leaders in the Centre facilitate the 
development of stronger relationships between the home organizations that contribute volunteer 
leaders and the Centre. In doing so, the Centre is able to leverage the accountability structures that 
already exist between volunteer leaders and their home organizations to improve accountability and 
collaboration in the Centre. This proposed solution requires very little additional commitment from the 
home organizations: a leader from each home organization is invited twice annually to participate in 
face-to-face meetings around the world. In exchange, they build into the work plans and performance 
management contributions that volunteer leaders are already making to the Centre. 
 With a proposed solution in hand, the final step is to develop the change implementation plan. 




type of change (Nadler & Tushman, 1989) where the Centre will continue to grow and learn throughout 
the process. The change implementation plan includes monitoring and evaluation strategies and a 
communication plan.  
 Monitoring is achieved through a combination of three types of monitoring: results monitoring, 
process monitoring, and context monitoring (The Hub, 2011). These three types of monitoring serve to 
paint a picture of both the progress (results) and growth (process) within an ever-changing environment 
(context). Monitoring contributes to the evaluation in that through the monitoring process the planned 
change will continue to develop. The evaluation is therefore focused on a set of principles (Patton, 2017) 
and how well they were lived throughout the implementation. Those principles are: our diversity is our 
asset, individual actions create change to the whole, and continuous improvement is key to success. 
This OIP is an opportunity to examine a leadership approach to change that results in 
foundational shifts in how the Centre reaches its goals: the development of accountability and 
collaboration. The virtually constructed leadership approach is paired with appreciative inquiry to not 
only address the unique challenges of this organization, but also propose a model that can be applied in 
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Accountability A construct that is a result of individuals committing to come together to successfully reach a 
compelling, shared goal. Where accountability is “the process of holding persons or 
organizations responsible for performance as objectively as possible” (Paul, 2002, 1), formal 
accountability uses management structures of an organization (Sarker & Hassan, 2010) and 
informal accountability relies on social forces such as peer pressure. 
Adaptive 
leadership 
An approach to leadership that frames challenges and creates the conditions for team 
members to have the confidence and space to tackle challenges safely (Heifetz et al., 2009; 
Heifetz & Laurie, 2009) that is “highly collaborative and requires the commitment and 
engagement” (Squires, 2015, p. 16) from contributors. The collaborative nature of 
adaptive leadership is described by Heifetz and Laurie (2009) in six leadership principles: 
“get on the balcony” (p. 50), “identify your adaptive challenge” (p. 51), “regulate distress” 
(p. 52), “maintain disciplined attention” (p. 53), “give work back to the employees” (p. 54), 
and “protect leadership voices from below” (p. 55). 
Adhocracy Description of an organization that operates in opposition to a traditional bureaucracy which is 




An approach to organizational change that places enormous emphasis on the individuals of the 
organization. It is a positive, strengths-based approach that leverages the momentum that the 
team brings together (Cooperrider et al., 2008). 
Authentic 
leadership 
A multi-dimensional approach to leadership that concerns itself with doing what is right and 
good while inspiring followers to be successful (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Avolio et al., 2009). 
The approach is based on four components: self-awareness, internalized moral perspective, 
balanced processing, and relational transparency (Avolio et al., 2009). 
Collaboration Working towards a compelling purpose (Hackman, 2012) that would otherwise be difficult to 
attain, by demonstrating trust, vulnerability, and willingness to contribute (Clarke, 2019). 
Connective 
leadership 
A leadership approach that is built on analysis and decision making that guides leaders to 
connect team members (Lipman-Blumen, 2017) with the most effective tools and approaches 
(Kezar & Wheaton, 2017) regardless of the approach from which they are derived. 
Organizational 
volunteerism 
A novel concept in this OIP that describes when an individual is compensated by an external 
organization for one role, but expected to participate as a volunteer representative for another 
organization. Organizational volunteerism reflects many elements of volunteerism – such as 
where the volunteer is not compensated to participate (Güntert et al., 2016; Smith, 1989; The 
Hub, 2020), personal motivation is high (Alam and Campbell, 2017; De Clerck et al., 2019; 
Stukas et al., 2016), and the part-time nature (Smith, 1989) – but there are also typical 
organizational factors as they are compensated in their home organizations. These typical 





The Hub The fictional name of the parent organization under which the Centre operates. 
The Centre The fictional name of the organization of study. 
Virtual Virtual refers to activities being completed predominantly through electronic means across 





A conceptual model of leadership that integrates elements of adaptive leadership (Heifetz et 
al., 2009) to enhance accountability; authentic leadership (Avolio & Gardner, 2005) to explore 




Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem 
There is a lack of formal accountability in an international virtual team of volunteers within the 
Centre (the organization of study). This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) examines virtual 
leadership and how it may have a positive impact within the context of an international non-profit 
organization. Through an exploration of the organizational context and problem of practice (Chapter 1), 
we come to be familiar with an organization that is unique in that it is complex, challenging, and full of 
passionate contributors that see the potential to serve communities around the world. This sets the 
stage for an examination of current and needed leadership approaches to ultimately propose solutions 
for the lack of formal accountability in the team of volunteers (Chapter 2). Using the change model of 
appreciative inquiry, the final chapter (Chapter 3) describes the specific activities and tasks that will 
result in growth for the organization. Each chapter is framed in a constructivist worldview and builds on 
the findings of the previous sections to guide the plan from the broad context to specific interventions 
that will support the organization in reaching its goals for the future. The future state of this 
organization is energizing, motivating, and inspirational; the exploration in this OIP will lay out that 
potential to guide us to real change within this organization. 
There are three key areas of Chapter 1 that lay the foundation on which the OIP is built: the 
context of the organization, definition of the problem, and readiness of the organization to implement 
meaningful change. To examine the context of the organization, we will combine an analysis of the 
Centre (Organizational Context) with an understanding of the leader’s position (Leadership Position and 
Lens). These sections, taken together, paint a picture of the organization and the key tool to construct 
change: the change leader. 
Defining the problem is a practice of ensuring that the scope is appropriate so that, within the 
context and leadership position, change is possible. The problem is defined through the Leadership 




Practice). In defining the problem, a set of questions and associated theories support the problem 
definition by clarifying key concepts (Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice). 
Finally, the Leadership-Focused Vision for Change further clarifies the organization’s ability to 
recognize the current and desired states, illuminating the gap to be overcome. To do so, change leaders 
must first determine what is possible in the organization (Organizational Change Readiness). 
The chapters described in this OIP are focused on addressing the problem of practice: the lack of 
formal accountability amongst an international virtual team of volunteers. Therefore, accountability as a 
construct is foundational to this OIP. Accountability is a result of individuals committing to come 
together to successfully reach a compelling, shared goal. Where accountability is “the process of holding 
persons or organizations responsible for performance as objectively as possible” (Paul, 2002, p. 1), 
formal accountability uses the management structures of an organization (Sarker & Hassan, 2010) and 
informal accountability relies on social forces such as peer pressure. This construct is explored 
throughout the OIP and is ultimately addressed in the proposed solution and resulting implementation 
plan (Chapter 3). 
Organizational Context 
To understand the context of the Centre, it is important to first examine the parent 
organization, referred to in this OIP as the Hub. The Hub is one of the largest international humanitarian 
organizations in the world (The Hub, 2020). It serves beneficiaries by providing support in emergencies 
(personal, community, nationally, and internationally) through the provision of care and education. 
Through a network of reference centres of excellence, the Hub provides evidence-based guidance that 
creates safer communities in preparation for and in times of need. While this OIP is focused on one of 
the reference centres, it is important to note that each of these centres operates in a similar way with 




both in strategy and practice with some centres having more co-dependence than others based on their 
thematic alignment. 
The Centre is hosted by one of the nearly 200 countries served by the Hub. The Centre’s vision is 
unique from the overall organization, albeit nested within that of the Hub (2020) and commits to 
creating safer and more resilient communities through recognition and integration of all humanitarian 
efforts (The Centre, 2019). Through analysis of the Centre’s web presence (The Centre, 2019), four key 
values are evident: harmonization through collaboration, commitment to enabling evidence-based 
practice, risk reduction and resilience, and advocacy for change. These values guide decisions of leaders 
in the organization and ensure that the vision is met in a way that is respectful of the people and 
resources required to reach their outcomes. To more effectively understand the organizational context, 
this analysis explores the genesis and leadership approaches, the people, and key influences of the 
Centre, resulting in key factors that must be considered to successfully drive change. 
Genesis and Leadership 
The Centre is a relatively new organization. Beginning in 2008, it grew organically through 
collaboration between technical experts and was officially recognized as a reference centre of the Hub 
in 2012 (The Centre, 2019). The mission of the Centre is to support communities to become safer and 
more resilient through evidence-based practices and education for care in emergencies (The Centre, 
2021). Some of the original technical experts became volunteer leaders, while one technical expert took 
on the role of director of the Centre, remaining in that position to this day. This history of cooperation 
has resulted in today’s leadership remaining largely collaborative.  
The Centre has three main responsibilities: developing evidence-based directives for training 
programs, providing training for trainers in the field, and building a network of providers in each of the 
200 countries it serves (The Centre, 2019). These activities require a distinct set of skills and leadership 




Today, volunteer leaders from Canada, France, the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
Belgium make up the leadership in the Centre and share a focus of bringing people together. The 
success of this organization rests on its ability to connect people and create relationships that are 
fruitful to the mission. As an international organization, it is crucial that the diverse set of stakeholders 
be represented by whatever means possible. This is accomplished through a combination of occasional 
face-to-face meetings and the creation of virtual teams that communicate via technology (e.g., web-
conferences, text messaging, email, and document sharing). It is by leveraging the unique motivation of 
each group of contributors (core staff, volunteer leaders, and volunteer contributors) that the 
organization is able to reach its mission and serve beneficiaries around the world.  
People 
The biggest assets of the Centre are its connections to people and partner organizations. To 
understand the organization, consider the combination of core staff, volunteer leaders (including myself, 
the author), and volunteer contributors, each group with unique compensation, commitment, and 
accountabilities. Table 1 describes each staff type and demonstrates that while the volunteer leaders 
and contributors conduct the majority of the work and are highly committed to the Centre, they have 
little formal accountability to the Centre. This disparity is reflected in the problem of practice discussed 
in this OIP as the lack of formal accountability, which is a challenge for the Centre. Within the Centre, 
there is an executive director that oversees the work of the core staff. In addition, there are a number of 
other volunteer leaders that oversee many volunteer contributors. To complement table 1, Figure 1 
provides a visual representation of the relationship between the Hub, the reference centres (of which 
the Centre is one), and the national teams, as well as serving as an organizational chart of the Centre. 
First, this figure shows how the reference centres make up portions of the Hub, which in turn support 




the Centre in the same figure, we see the relationship between the national teams that contribute the 
volunteer leaders (see subscript numbers in the national teams and volunteer leaders). 
Table 1 
 
Types of Staff 




● Professionally compensated and dedicated to the Centre; 
compensation is through in-kind contribution by national 
teams 
● Higher expectation of commitment and availability 
● Carry overall accountability for the 




● Typically volunteers to this organization based on their 
positions within paid professional positions with their 
respective home organizations 
● High expectation of commitment 
● Selected in the home organizations and volunteered for 
positions within the Centre 
● Informally accountable for the 
commitments they individually make  






● Not financially compensated 
● Minimal commitment 
● Informally accountable for the 





● Hold paid professional positions with their respective home 
organizations 
● Little to no commitment to the Centre 
● No accountability to the Centre 
 
Figure 1  
 





The organizational chart of the Centre demonstrates the connection between the executive 
director, core staff, and volunteer leaders, where the executive director supervises the work of the core 
staff and indirectly supervises the work of the volunteer leaders. Finally, each volunteer leader has a set 
of volunteer contributors that they indirectly supervise. The teams of volunteer contributors vary in size. 
While the volunteer leaders are committed, they do not have a reporting relationship to the Centre, but 
instead report to their respective home organization leaders (connection not shown in Figure 1). A key 
concept in this OIP is that of organizational volunteerism, which describes the relationship between the 
volunteer leaders and the Centre. 
Organizational Volunteerism 
Volunteer leaders propose a unique challenge to this organization: while they are volunteers to 
the Centre, they are doing so at the behest of their respective home organizations and are being 
compensated by those home organizations as professionals. The Hub and the Centre have active 
volunteer communities, with current estimates of volunteers to the Hub around 12 million individuals 
(The Hub, n.d.). Volunteers are those individuals who go beyond their paid employment and typical 
responsibilities to give time and service because they believe they are benefiting others as well a serving 
their own needs for contributing to a greater good (Güntert et al., 2016; McAllum, 2014; Smith, 1989). 
According to the Hub (n.d.), volunteer work is very different from professional or paid work; however, in 
the case of this OIP’s organizational context, the volunteer leaders are paid for their work by their 
respective home organizations. In the Centre, the nature of the volunteer leaders being considered as 
volunteers to the Centre but paid by their home organizations for their contributions creates a 
dichotomy where they are volunteers that are paid. To respond to this dichotomy in this OIP, it is 
necessary to define organizational volunteerism.  
Organizational volunteerism is a novel concept that describes an individual that is compensated 




participate as a volunteer representative for another organization (i.e., the Centre). In this case there are 
the elements of volunteerism – such as the volunteer is not compensated to participate (Güntert et al., 
2016; Smith, 1989; The Hub, 2020), personal motivation is high (Alam & Campbell, 2017; De Clerck et al., 
2019; Stukas et al., 2016), and the work is part-time in nature (Smith, 1989) – but there are also typical 
organizational factors since they are compensated by their home organizations. These typical factors 
include an organizational hierarchy for decision making, compensation, and management structures. 
Returning to the volunteer leaders in this OIP, while they are formally accountable to their home 
organizations, accountability to the Centre is informal at best. Essentially, these volunteer leaders are 
acting as representatives of their home organizations that have contributed their expertise on a 
voluntary basis. Wilson and Musick (1997) discuss a sociological framework of volunteer work that 
includes four main premises: “volunteer work is a productive activity” (p. 695), “to a varying degree, 
volunteer work involves collective action” (p. 695), “the volunteer-recipient relationship is an ethical 
one” (p. 695), and “different types of volunteer work are related to each other” (p. 697). Each of these 
premises is partially true in regards to the volunteer leaders of this OIP. In respect to organizational 
volunteerism, it is the third premise around ethics that is most interesting as it refers to the personal 
ethical obligation that a volunteer has to contribute; it is very difficult for a leader to hold contributors 
formally accountable when the contributors’ participation relies on their personal ethical sense of 
obligation, which can change with a shift in their circumstances, beliefs, and values (Calman, 2004).  
The exploration of organizational volunteerism would not be complete without the examination 
of similar constructs that currently exist in organizations: secondments and in-kind contributions. A 
secondment is a “temporary move of an employee to another department or agency” (Treasury Board 
Secretariat, n.d., para. 4). While organizational volunteerism appears to be like a secondment, the 
volunteer leaders remain embedded in their home organizations with all of the associated commitments 




contribution of time or non-financial resources (Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council, n.d.) – 
inadequately describes the position of volunteer leaders, because even though their work is a 
contribution of human resources from the home organization to the Centre, they are motivated to 
participate as a volunteer. Ultimately this leads to the need to view organizational volunteerism as a 
structure under which these volunteers contribute their time. Additionally, Ellis (2015) identifies a series 
of other terms that are synonymous to volunteer that do not capture the nuance of organizational 
volunteerism: “pro bono work, donated professional services, corporate social responsibility” (p. 22). 
Organizational volunteerism is foundational to this OIP as it has such an influence on the actions 
of all people involved. To summarize, organizational volunteerism is when an individual is compensated 
by an external organization for one role within that organization but is expected to participate as a 
volunteer representative to another organization (i.e., the Centre). These organizational volunteers are 
compensated, but approaches to lead them as a team take on notable elements of volunteer leadership. 
The volunteer leaders of the Centre are all English-speaking individuals that come from Western 
countries with significant resources. The commonality of significant resources has two main impacts on 
the organization: first, the home organizations that contribute the volunteer leaders are able to do so as 
they are large enough to contribute beyond their own countries’ needs, and second, these leaders have 
more access to technology and therefore that access becomes the base requirement for participation. 
Both elements mean that the countries that have more resources will have more influence over the 
overall strategic direction of the Centre and its accomplishments. The increased influence of volunteer 
leaders from high-resource countries is a necessary reality because, without these high-resource 
contributions, the Centre would not be able to function effectively; however, it is incumbent upon the 




Key Influences on the Centre 
The Centre is influenced by a variety of factors that it must consider in order to successfully 
meet its mandate. Of particular interest in this case are the political and cultural influences. There are 
several political influences on this organization that range from external (e.g., public perception of its 
contributions to the humanitarian community, ability to act in various national teams) to internal (e.g., 
requirement for collaboration with other reference centres, contributions of national teams with unique 
interests). This organization is dedicated to remaining neutral and is generally accepted as a positive 
force throughout the world (The Hub, 2020); as such, the Centre enjoys the same political environment 
in which the overall organization operates. The organization is financed through a combination of 
national team membership fees (~11.5%), voluntary contributions (~80%), and supplementary service 
fees (~8.5%) (The Hub, 2017), and is therefore not immune to global economic changes, particularly in 
the voluntary contributions. 
In terms of the culture of the organization, it is characterized by dedication and passion for 
volunteerism. Volunteerism, another stated value (The Hub & Organization Y, 2019), is essential to the 
survival of the organization on many fronts, but it is not without its own challenges. While the 
dedication and passion are abundant, volunteerism in the organization as a concept is changing. In a 
recent strategy update report that extends to 2030, volunteerism was identified and described as 
employing a “model that is almost entirely reliant on recruiting volunteers to deliver services which we 
have designed, it is therefore not always suitable for a wider audience, particularly those who long to 
make their own impact in a lighter or more agile engagement” (The Hub, 2018, p. 3). The report 
indicates that volunteers are committed, higher-skilled, and more driven than in the past, but they also 
require more agency in the types of activities to which they commit; this is evident throughout the 
Centre and the volunteers that are engaged with it. To compound this complexity, volunteers are 




The political and cultural influences shape leadership within the organization in that they 
require leaders that are more flexible and collaborative. These influences demand not only having the 
structure to address the extremely diverse needs of volunteers from many backgrounds, but also the 
ability to be flexible to match the styles, needs, and desires of the volunteers (Güntert et al., 2016). 
The overall organizational context indicates key factors that will influence the success of any 
change initiative. These include: 
● The Centre is a relatively young organization and is in a period of growth. 
● Volunteerism, both individual and organizational, adds layers of complexity in applying 
leadership approaches, including the concept of accountability. 
● Accountability in international virtual teams is challenging. 
● Individual and organizational cultures of all staff groups are dynamic and carry enormous weight 
in determining how interventions will be perceived. 
Any change initiative that is proposed must have an integrated approach that pays careful attention to 
harnessing the potential power of these factors. That approach is carried out within the organizational 
context by the leader, whose unique position and lens will have a significant influence on the success of 
the change initiative. To understand this more effectively, we examine the leadership position and lens 
statement. 
Leadership Position and Lens Statement 
Leadership is key to implementing change in a meaningful way that enables authentic 
contributions from all involved. This is even more important in the current environment characterized 
by uncertainty and an underlying current of dramatic change due to world events. Within the 
established organizational context, it is important to examine what opportunities leaders have and what 
influences they will be able to leverage to successfully implement change. My role in the Centre is to 




continued to grow. In my role as team leader, I have the agency to make decisions and determine how 
success will be defined in developing the evidence-based educational directives for the Centre. To 
understand the leadership position, this analysis examines three elements that range from the technical 
to the personal: my position within the structure of the Centre (including responsibilities), agency 
(authority and accountability), and personal leadership vision. 
Leader’s Position 
My role is to oversee the most complicated initiative in the Centre – evidence-based educational 
directives (as described above in the “Genesis and Leadership” section) – and the team of volunteer 
leaders. This role requires bringing together core staff, volunteer leaders, and contributors to create 
evidenced-based educational directives for an international audience. Due to the breadth of the 
audience, this role requires the ability to communicate and lead across cultures, manage different needs 
and expectations, and ultimately leverage the diversity of contributors to achieve the Centre’s goals. 
There are three main responsibilities for my position: leadership of the staff (see Table 1 for a 
description of each type of staff), management of deliverables, and making connections between 
partners (organizations and individuals). Leadership of the staff is centred on facilitating the 
development of productive and professional relationships to support the Centre in achieving its mission 
to support communities to become safer and more resilient through evidence-based practices and 
education for care in emergencies (The Centre, n.d.). Due to the virtual nature of this team’s working 
environment, the leader is unable to be present in the same shared physical space as the team, creating 
a new set of leadership challenges that could have been previously avoided through management by 
walking around (Peters & Waterman, 2006). The team is typically able to come together for face-to-face 
meetings at regular intervals – barring a global catastrophe such us the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020 – 




concept of sensemaking.1 Collective sensemaking in an organization is how groups of individuals become 
functioning teams (G. V. Lee, 2009) by establishing a compelling shared vision and group norms. Virtual 
teams do this differently; therefore, to be successful, it requires a different set of leadership skills. 
My position therefore is focused more on strategically facilitating the right discussions rather 
than hoping that they happen organically. These include conversations that build healthy, trusting 
relationships amongst staff members, but also are targeted at reaching the outcomes of the Centre, 
which reflects adaptive leadership as described by Heifetz (1994) and Heifetz et al. (2009). The 
outcomes of the Centre are built on a series of outputs that require normal project management 
attention (e.g., financial management, time management, resource management). To be successful as a 
leader in this position, it is important that I am able to manage these elements but also ensure that the 
distributed team is well-aware of the status and challenges of each element. 
My final responsibility in this position is creating connections between external organizational 
and individual partners. As described above in the “Organizational Context” section, there are several 
partner reference centres (external to the Centre, but internal to the overall Hub) that require careful 
attention in order to maintain positive relationships and engagement. Additionally, there are key 
individuals outside of the organization who may have an influence on the success of the mission. I must 
be able to initiate, foster, manage, and conclude these partner interactions in a way that ensures 
positive collaboration for both present and future engagements.  
Agency 
As a leader in the Centre, I have significant agency in what and how decisions are made. This 
ranges from the final outputs in the educational directives, the process through which we reach those 
outputs, and hiring/management of team members. This agency is a result of not only the extremely 
 
1 Defined as: “turning circumstances into a situation that is comprehended explicitly in words and that serves as a 




collaborative nature of the leadership team, but also a combination of social and informational power 
(Kotter, 1990). This is balanced by the agency of the other leaders in the Centre, which adds complexity 
to the overall leadership dynamic. While social and informational power are high, unlike most leadership 
positions, I do not have positional power due to the nature of the team which is largely made up of 
organizational volunteers. This requires creativity and a very different approach to leadership to 
establish accountability and accomplish goals. This approach is examined in Chapter 2 through the 
virtually constructed leadership conceptual model. 
As discussed in the “Organizational Context” section above, the volunteer leaders in this 
organization rely more heavily on personal agency than leaders in other organizations due to 
organizational volunteerism; as such, there is very little in terms of formal accountability to the Centre. 
This creates somewhat of a paradox where formal accountability is low, but authority is high amongst 
the volunteer leaders in that often they are representing organizations with significant resources that 
the Centre relies on to be successful. This reinforces the fact that individual agency is very high in this 
organization. When individual agency is high, without a shared vision and drive to act as an 
interdependent team rather than as a group of individuals, there is a risk to the mission in that volunteer 
leaders may become misaligned and may derail progress. The more positive side to individual agency is 
that the volunteer leaders share a sense of self-imposed responsibility for the Centre’s outcomes by 
seeing both the actions and resulting consequences (Frost, 2006) of their decisions. The combination of 
shared passion for the organization and the leader’s ability to bring the team together will minimize this 
risk. 
Leadership Vision 
As the leader of this team, I have a clear personal strategic leadership vision: to be the medium 
in which people come together with humility to develop as individuals and as a community. This 




right support, they will all contribute to organizations, and ultimately their communities. This personal 
leadership vision is grounded in constructivism in that meaning is co-created when “humans engage 
with their world and make sense of it based on their historical and social perspectives” (Creswell & 
Creswell, 2018, p. 8). While the meaning of “better for the world” may be different for each individual, 
there is good behind each person that motivates their ideas, actions, and attitudes. To examine this 
leadership vision in more depth, it is necessary to consider the concepts of motivation and authenticity. 
To implement this leadership vision to support the work of the Centre, I must recognize and 
leverage the individual motivations of contributors. Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 
Gagné & Deci, 2005, 2014; Ryan, 1995) sheds light on individuals’ motivations, proposing that “people 
engage in various activities throughout their life in order to grow as individuals” (Vallerand et al., 2014, 
p. 3). Additionally, it posits that humans integrate their experience and existence into an ever-changing 
sense of self (Ryan, 1995). Self-determination theory provides a framework that examines motivation 
through understanding of the psychological needs of autonomy, belongingness, and competence (Deci 
& Ryan, 2014). Considering each of these psychological needs in relation to the leadership vision, it is 
evident that my role as leader becomes mastering the facilitation of the following: 
● Autonomy by ensuring that there is freedom to choose great goals (Koestner & Hope, 2014) and 
demonstrate agency over one’s work by bringing together the team to identify 
strengths/opportunities and co-develop solutions; 
● Sense of belonging to ensure that individuals see their value to the group and know that their 
unique contributions are supporting the Centre in reaching its outcomes; and 
● Competence to ensure that the tasks are appropriately assigned to challenge – but not defeat – 
and allow individuals to exert their expertise on an international plain. 
Each of these elements has an added layer of complexity in a virtual environment. While autonomy may 




or my role becomes more focused on managing the team administratively rather than leading the team 
strategically. The sense of belonging is challenging as additional efforts must be made to create 
opportunities for relationship building through cultural practices (e.g., informal discussions, check-ins, 
celebrations). Finally, while competence is not in question, the preferred method through which 
contributors express their competence may create a barrier to perceive competence (e.g., if a 
contributor is a recognized expert in X, but unable to communicate effectively online, doubt may be cast 
on that expertise). 
As a leader, recognizing the diverse competences that the team has is of particular importance 
in this organization. The contributors are highly educated and skilled and have significant experience in 
their respective fields; ignoring competence in relation to their motivations to contribute effectively 
could pose a huge risk to leveraging both their internal and external motivators (Alam & Campbell, 
2017). The stated leadership vision is further underpinned by a sense of authenticity. Authenticity is a 
particular challenge in online environments. Benwell and Stokoe (2006) examine how individuals’ 
identities may shift when operating through a virtual environment. They explore how personas are 
developed that reflect the real versus the virtual identity. This highlights questions of authenticity, which 
have a direct implication for required trust to allow me to be the medium in which individuals come 
together. Benwell and Stokoe also note that authenticity in leaders is a requisite behaviour, but how 
does a leader overcome the dichotomy of real and virtual identities? George et al. (2007) focus on 
developing a sense of self-awareness as a method of authenticity, where Jensen (2009) argues that 
authenticity can be contributed to through integrity (i.e., doing what you say you will do and owning it 
when you do not). Both of these scholars contribute to the sense of growth and learning that is built-in 
to my leadership vision. 
The forces within this leadership position (a position within the structure of the Centre, its 




context, leadership is equally complex. As the leader, I am required to act through a combination of 
leadership and management skills that seek to alleviate additional challenges in communication. I 
recognize my own ability to lead is based on trust – the “psychological state comprising the intention to 
accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another” 
(Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395) – which is forged through authenticity and self-awareness. This 
leadership role and lens positions me effectively to take on the challenges facing the Centre, such as the 
problem of practice for this OIP. 
Leadership Problem of Practice 
There is a lack of formal accountability amongst an international virtual team of volunteers as 
evidenced in contributor feedback, constantly shifting deadlines, and slow completion of key initiatives, 
(The Centre, 2021). This team is tasked with developing evidence-based educational directives for one of 
the largest non-profits in the world that serves close to 200 countries in creating safer communities (The 
Hub, 2020). This problem is of particular importance to the Centre as its very ability to function relies on 
a combination of volunteer contributors and organizational volunteers from across the globe to 
collaborate in an accessible way through the enactment of virtual teams. A recent internal audit of one 
of the key initiatives of the Centre reveals frustration and disconnection amongst contributors, 
volunteer leaders, and core staff members (The Centre, 2021), which have hindered the Centre’s ability 
to reach its mission. 
The members of the leadership team, including myself, are responsible for the overall vision and 
implementation of mission-specific tasks (e.g., developing evidence-based directives for care and 
education). Each individual has significant influence that stems from extensive experience and from 
their professional networks of volunteers, whose engagement ensures the success of the organization. 
Each member of the team participates as an organizational volunteer in addition to their professional 




2010, p. 918) that demonstrate firmly held beliefs in the values of the organization. However, because of 
our professional responsibilities, as leaders we are often unable to dedicate the attention required to 
contribute fully in a timely manner, therefore delaying the success of collaborative initiatives.  
The lack of formal accountability could have serious implications for the Centre’s ability to reach 
its goals. These implications include a focus on what is possible, rather than what is best; limited 
opportunities for synergy through collaborative efforts; and tunnel vision in the contributors and 
volunteer leaders. To further exacerbate the issue of collaboration in this environment, each member of 
the team is responsible for an extensive sub-committee of volunteer contributors who complete tasks in 
order to contribute to reaching the overall mission of the Centre, many of which feed other sub-
committees’ tasks. Simple delays in the work of one sub-committee can significantly hinder another sub-
committee’s ability to reach their own commitments. In short, the lack of formal accountability (Romzek 
et al., 2012) amongst members hinders collaboration and innovation by focusing the team on simply 
meeting the minimum requirements of the task rather than finding the best possible solutions. This OIP 
addresses the lack of formal accountability to promote more effective collaboration and innovation 
(both incremental and disruptive) in this virtual, international, non-profit team.  
Framing the Problem of Practice 
The lack of formal accountability in the Centre is a problem that has the potential for wide-
ranging consequences. In this section, the problem is framed to situate it well within the organizational 
context by examining the history, perspectives, environment, and guiding questions for the overall 
analysis. 
History 
The Centre, which is a specific branch of the Hub, was started in 2008 and officially recognized in 
2012 as an organization that would address the lack of educational standards needed to guide and 




then, two iterations of the main output (the directives) have been released. With the proliferation and 
availability of new scientific evidence that underpins these evidence-based directives, such as new 
studies into the modalities of education delivery or care, there has been considerable rapid growth of 
the outputs of the team. In addition, as the directives have matured and reached wider international 
acceptance, the reputation of the team has also become stronger, with higher expectations on the part 
of the end-users. To meet those expectations, the now larger virtual team requires the ability to work 
more cohesively in this international context.  
The growth of this organization is largely on the work of many volunteers and has grown 
organically. This has naturally led to a lack of formal structures such as accountability, performance 
management/appraisals, and communications. Additionally, it has led to a rise in inequitable 
distribution of work and frustration on the part of volunteers in a number of ways, including: when 
accountability is lacking, follow-through becomes challenging; when performance management (e.g., 
recognition, feedback) is missing, roles are often confused and perceived to be undervalued; and when 
communication is inconsistent, teams feel disconnected from the organization and its mission (The 
Centre, 2021). As a leader in the Centre, I have the ability to make meaningful changes in how the 
organization engages the passion and dedication of its volunteers to reach its future vision. In addition, 
this organization is at a pivotal stage in its life cycle where technology and world events are creating the 
urgency for the types of changes recommended in this OIP to come to fruition in a meaningful way.  
Perspectives 
The parameters for the OIP are to focus on a virtual team (the Centre) that operates 
internationally in a non-profit organization (the Hub). Understanding of the Hub applies equally to the 
Centre and provides context as to how the Centre developed and operates today. By identifying it as an 
international team, it takes it out of the realm of working from home and other common approaches 




systematic and robust system of a virtual team. This non-profit organization reflects the voluntary 
nature, minimal financial resources, and maximal social benefits in which this OIP will be implemented.  
Like many long-standing organizations, there is a definitive structuralist underpinning (Bolman & 
Deal, 2017). In contrast, there are distinct elements of interpretivism. Procedure and structure that are 
paramount to structuralism (Mack, 2010) are evident throughout the Centre and are well-founded in its 
history and growth. The parent organization (the Hub) was first established during a time of significant 
world conflict (The Hub, 2020). It was at that time that individuals recognized a need for coordinated 
action during a period of great turmoil. Due to the context in which those early members found 
themselves (i.e., part of an army), many of the structures and cultural behaviours were carried forth into 
the new organization. The behaviours of earlier members of the Hub aligned with those as described by 
Kivunja and Kuyini (2017), including adherence to hierarchy in team structures and decision making, 
reliance on objectivity, the application of procedure-based approaches to managing the organization, 
and the focus on procedures and processes that places the organization above the individual (Bolman & 
Deal, 2017; Lessnoff, 1969). Even today, with the development of evidence-based educational directives, 
there is a strong sense of structuralism in the approaches to research. The work of the Hub supports 
national teams that operate along state lines rather than inter-state collaboration (The Hub, 2018).  
An interesting juxtaposition that is evident in the structure of the Hub is seen from the 
interpretivist perspective (Kivunja & Kuyini, 2017). Due to the humanitarian nature of this organization, 
interpretivism sheds light on how the individuals within the organization have shaped its mission and 
values (Hatch & Yanow, 2003). This is represented by Putnam’s (1983) “inquiry from the inside” (p. 33). 
There is an incredible sense of care and affection between members of this organization, demonstrating 
value for the people within, their needs, and how they perceive the organization. This is due to a 
number of factors, the most important of which is that it is a largely volunteer-driven organization. 




subjectively applied (Hatch & Yanow, 2003; Scotland, 2012) to the situations and beneficiaries in which 
the Hub operates. This reflects Kivunja and Kuyini’s (2017) notion that this “social world cannot be 
understood from the standpoint of an individual” (p. 34); instead, it must be understood by examining 
the relationships within the whole. Even amongst the staff there is a sense of contributing more than 
time because of the universally valued nature of this humanitarian work. It takes great effort on the part 
of a leader in this type of organization to foster this level of care in a virtual team through connection 
and authenticity. 
The combination of structuralist and interpretivist paradigms also sheds light on the current 
leadership approaches. While there is a strong sense of hierarchy in day-to-day interactions and decision 
making, the implementation of decisions is taken with careful consideration for the individuals (The 
Centre, 2021). The leadership approaches are largely a combination of directive and supportive actions, 
such as is reflected in House and Mitchell’s (1975) path-goal theory of leadership. As will be discussed in 
the perspective of this OIP, the foundation that is visible from these two perspectives opens the door for 
a more comprehensive paradigm that values both the individuals’ contributions to the organization and 
how their contributions complement and elevate one another: constructivism. 
Environmental Scan 
To effectively understand the environment in which the Centre – and subsequently the problem 
– exists, this environmental scan considers the political, economic, socio-cultural, and technological 
factors that frame the problem. The international nature of the Centre is a double-edged sword as so 
many countries are involved to various degrees, and staff and contributors accept that the political 
forces (e.g., workplace legislation) must be handled locally and therefore the leaders do not hold 
responsibility. Conversely, there are a myriad of cultures, time zones, and other political challenges that 
are faced through the sheer diversity of the countries involved. On the international level, there is 




volunteers (The Hub, 2020), funding sources, and even beneficiaries. The world is constantly in a state of 
flux from inter- and intra-state conflict, natural disasters, and health crises. While typically this is a 
threat to an organization’s stability, these can be seen as an opportunity for international humanitarian 
organizations to express their value and consequently raise their profile. 
Economically, the Centre is subject to fluctuations in the global, national, and even local 
financial environment. Since it is a non-profit, it relies on donations. In looking back on the recession of 
the early 2000s, as the economy suffered, so did non-profit donations (Reich & Wilmer, 2012; Rooney & 
Bergdoll, 2020). With changes in funding, there were also changes in the allocation of resources, 
meaning that there were impacts on the ability to staff and resource initiatives. 
From a socio-cultural perspective, the world of the Centre is changing rapidly. Even before the 
COVID-19 pandemic that swept across the globe in 2020, change was a constant. Some of these changes 
impacting the problem of practice are the increase in the number of employees working from home 
(which began even before the pandemic: between 2005 and 2018, there was a 173% increase in at-
home workers, according to Global Workplace Analytics [n.d.]), the reduction in international travel as a 
way to reduce climate change, and generational changes (Brody & Rubin, 2011) that are reshaping how 
relationships are formed and maintained, and how values are nurtured. 
Finally, technology – and its acceptance and adoption – is changing. Technologies such as Zoom, 
Microsoft Teams, and Google Hangouts are developing new features and abilities to simplify 
collaboration, and the workforce is adapting quickly by accepting new practices. For example, where 
teleconferences were common in the past, video conferencing has become more standard in today’s 
workplace, along with the acceptance of a new version of professionalism that not only includes how a 
team member dresses, but also how they present themselves and their workspaces on camera. Of 
additional relevance to this problem of practice is the immediate access to the beneficiaries of the 




surveys, and social media. Examining the organizational context and framing the problem of practice 
have revealed several key concepts that require examination through the next section on guiding 
questions. 
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice 
There are four key guiding questions that have developed in researching this problem of 
practice. In seeking responses to each of these questions, significant light is shed on relevant 
literature/current theories and possible solutions that could be implemented successfully while 
respecting the needs of those in the organization. 
How Is Culture Constructed and Represented in a Virtual Environment? 
The heart of this question examines how an accepted selection of Schein’s (2016) definition of 
culture – including artifacts, values, norms, and shared meanings – translate to a virtual environment. 
What is the counterpart of an artifact in a virtual environment? What is unique about how a community 
constructs meaning from that artifact? This line of questioning supports a constructivist worldview in 
which culture is established by the members of that community. 
An additional consideration that is evoked by this guiding question is finding congruence 
between who the community is, what the community wishes to be, and what the community tells 
others it is (adapted from Savage’s [2015] expression of sexual orientation for this purpose). In an 
organization there is typically evidence of congruence between these three elements; however, that 
congruence becomes much more difficult to verify in a virtual community. This concept insists on a 
degree of authenticity (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006) to be implemented effectively. Schein (2016) discusses 
the interactions between various cultures that have an influence on an individual: the home, team, 
organizational, and regional cultures. In an ideal world these would be nested within each other (i.e., the 




case in virtual international environments, and it can be assumed that such nesting can be dangerous as 
members of those cultures do not share the same experiences typically shared in a regional culture. 
Finally, this question leads to a discussion of communication, particularly by highlighting the 
artifacts that are created through the process of communicating. In a virtual team, nearly all 
communications become artifacts as they are recorded in some way (e.g., emails, recorded meetings, 
webinars, text messages [Howard-Grenville et al., 2011]). 
How Does Organizational Volunteerism Have an Impact on Individual Accountability? 
Organizational volunteerism is a novel concept that describes an individual who is compensated 
for one role by an external organization but is expected to participate as a volunteer representative for 
another organization. In this case there are the elements of volunteerism where the volunteer is not 
compensated to participate in the external organization, but there are also traditional organizational 
challenges as they are compensated in their home organizations. This creates complexity because while 
the member of the external organization is volunteering, they are not doing so as an individual but as a 
representative of an organization. This means that the reporting structures are external to the volunteer 
organization, which makes it challenging to hold members accountable. 
Recall that accountability is “the process of holding persons or organizations responsible for 
performance as objectively as possible” (Paul, 2002, 1),using management structures of an organization 
(Sarker & Hassan, 2010), while informal accountability relies on social forces. Without formal 
accountability, members participating as organizational volunteers will need to see value in 
participating. That value can come in the form of loyalty to the volunteer organization, finding a shared 
and compelling purpose (Hackman, 2012), or leveraging their own motivation (Alam & Campbell, 2017). 
To summarize, currently leaders in the volunteer organization must rely on the professionalism of the 




How Is Accountability Defined in a Virtual Culture? 
Accountability is a recurring theme and therefore the focus of multiple guiding questions. In this 
case, accountability needs to be defined in the context of this international non-profit organization by 
the members of that organization, linking to the above’s conceptualization of professionalism. Any 
discussion of accountability would not be complete without an examination of the associated ethics. 
Steinbauer et al. (2014) indicate that accountability is connected to leadership ethics; by having a lack of 
accountability between contributors, leaders may be acting unethically. This is similar to Northouse’s 
(2019) indication that the lack of competence (where competence is a placeholder for accountability) is 
a form of acting unethically. To act ethically, leaders in non-profit organizations must insist upon the 
accountability of volunteers and their contributions.  
Accountability could be linked by the benefits to the volunteers. This could include reputation or 
relationships between contributors (long-term implications) or peer/social pressures (short-term 
implications). Although Kearns’s (1994) work contributes to the rationale for accountability, he also 
raises the point that “the concept of accountability is inherently ill-structured” (p. 187). He goes on to 
describe the possibility of accountability being ambiguous, shifting, overbearing, and with varied 
standards of performance. Kim (2005) echoes similar concerns with the lack of “hierarchical pressure” 
(p. 158) that is often required for individuals to be held to account. To overcome these issues, 
organizations must leverage engagement of volunteers to contribute to the culture of accountability. 
This engagement could come in a variety of forms, for example, creating opportunities for formal 
structures such as regular formalized feedback/recognition mechanisms and procedural elements (e.g., 
promotions, discipline, bonuses). 
How Do Politics Influence Cultural Change in a Non-profit Organization? 
Butcher and Clarke (2001) describe organizational politics and several key elements that include 




Politics as a construct has a terrible reputation: it is often seen as negative, nefariously applied, and 
intended to manipulate. From another perspective, considering politics as the exchange of value (i.e., 
party X has A but wants B; party Y has B but wants A; negotiations ensue) casts politics in a more 
positive light. When considering Butcher and Clarke’s elements of politics, it is easy to see where there is 
opportunity for manipulation. For example, when party X has A in conjunction with a significant amount 
of power, they are able to offer less of A for more of B. This is where politics becomes challenging: it is 
not about being equal, but instead about getting the best value for oneself and those that one 
represents. While the question asks how politics influence culture, it may be more pertinent to consider 
how politics – formalized rules that enable the negotiation of value – stack up against culture (the 
organic expression of interaction, an equally powerful force in an organization). To respond to this query 
effectively, a full examination of cultural and political influences within the specific organization is 
required. 
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change 
The guiding questions established key concepts for the OIP which prepares us to effectively 
describe the required changes. The leadership-focused vision for change is constructed through a gap 
analysis that compares the current and future desired state of the Centre. By prioritizing these gaps and 
compelling change with appropriately selected change drivers, leaders can create the conditions for the 
future desired state of the Centre. This section delves into the gap analysis to set a path for what must 
be done and how it can be done effectively to create change. 
Current State 
Leadership in the Centre is currently operating under an adhocracy model. Adhocracy, first 
coined by Toffler (1970), describes an organization that operates in opposition to a traditional 
bureaucracy, which is often characterized as a set of rules and procedures for action and decision 




competence, decision making, and creativity to support the organization in reaching its goals. This is 
very much an organic model in which organizations function (Lam, 2019); while it offers a very high 
degree of flexibility in recognizing individuals’ contributions (Lam & Lambermont-Ford, 2009), it also has 
inherent challenges. In an adhocracy, communication is of the utmost importance (Deutschmann & 
Levis, 1995), to the extent that it may be overwhelming to those operating within the organization. 
When the time-cost of communication becomes too high, it can overcome the benefits of adhocracy. In 
the Centre, which is influenced heavily by the concept of organizational volunteerism in the volunteer 
leaders, the requirement for constant communication has not been historically met (The Centre, 2021) 
as the volunteer leaders are participating in the work of the Centre in addition to a full work-load in their 
home organizations, making constant communication an impossible requirement to meet. Without 
regular communication, there is little ability on the part of the volunteer leaders to be able to 
coordinate and use their resources effectively. Essentially this leads to the fragmentation of efforts and, 
ultimately, of outcomes. 
Fragmentation is an interesting concept that is all-too familiar to most working in an 
organization. In the Centre, the challenge is clear and found in the leadership team losing its “intrinsic 
sense of connection to the larger whole” (Senge, 2006, p. 3). Senge (2006) explores how individuals see 
themselves as synonymous with the position, which creates a variety of challenges. For example, 
individuals may be unable to separate themselves from their position which makes decisions become 
personal quickly, and they find it difficult to think differently as it requires giving up a sense of their own 
identity, and the sense of invincibility (i.e., “no one can replace me”), which may hinder innovation and 
learning. What is more challenging is that “when people in organizations focus only on their position, 
they have little sense of responsibility for the results produced when all positions interact” (Senge, 2006, 
p. 19). This low sense of responsibility is directly connected to the lack of formal accountability in the 




described through three elements: motivation of the leaders, accountability of the team, and how 
culture is constructed. Motivation of the leaders is crucial to the success of the Centre’s mission. Due to 
the voluntary nature of the work, without a clear motivation that results in a shared vision, the 
leadership team will not be able to reach its goals. In this organization, the motivation of the volunteer 
leaders is relatively high, but not necessarily coordinated to result in a shared vision for the future. 
Accountability to the team is quite low. Again, with the volunteer leaders representing their 
respective organizations, there is very little in place that holds members accountable to their team, 
reaching the goals of the organization, or ultimately the beneficiaries of the Centre. This is one of the 
downfalls of an adhocracy in that it can have slow decision-making processes because of the ambiguity 
over responsibilities and the difficulty in showing progress (Harney, 2015). Finally, the process of how 
culture is constructed, a much more qualitative measure than either motivation or accountability, is 
more difficult to describe, yet it is possibly one of the most important elements. In this adhocracy, 
culture is nearly completely organic: it is created, adjusted, and discarded with fluidity. Therefore, the 
ability of the leaders to ensure that the culture supports reaching the outcomes is not effective.  
It is important to note that while these three areas indicate gaps, they are not gaps to the same 
degree. For example, motivation of the leaders has plenty of momentum, requiring only some 
redirection to ensure that it is productive. That is to say, that while it is an important gap to address, it 
will require less effort than creating an accountability framework for the leadership team that respects 
the volunteers contributing to the Centre’s needs. 
Future State 
The future state of this organization does not abandon adhocracy, but instead seeks to balance 
that approach with elements that are more strategic and directional. According to Mintzberg and 
McHugh (1985), adhocracies are well suited to a high degree of flexibility, autonomy, problem solving, 




inspire its volunteers to contribute. It is no surprise that Senge’s (2006) work describing learning 
organizations is discussed heavily in analyzing the current state of the Centre. The current state is 
lacking many of the benefits of becoming a learning organization that is able to incorporate new 
approaches, findings, and potential into its work. The future state of the Centre is one that maintains 
the benefits of an adhocracy, but also becomes a learning organization at the heart of its culture. A 
learning organization is one where leaders “continually expand their capacity to create results they truly 
desire” (Senge, 2006, p. 3). In this future state, the tacit knowledge that is so crucial to the organization 
– and typically high in an adhocracy (Lam, 2000) – is leveraged to ensure that the Centre is successful in 
reaching its goals. Combining the benefits of a learning organization with an adhocracy, both of which 
recognize the high-value of communication and growth, means that leaders will be able to maintain the 
unique value of the individuals while still ensuring that open sharing of knowledge is possible (Lam & 
Lambermont-Ford, 2009). This will create the conditions to ensure that the vision remains relevant, able 
to adjust and incorporate emergent requirements and strategies (Mintzberg & McHugh, 1985), and co-
construct the future success of the Centre. 
Priorities for Change 
Through an analysis of the current and future desired state, the gaps identified reveal the 
priorities for change. The priorities for change are to: 
• Value the motivations of contributors by recognizing the individualistic nature that drives their 
active contribution. Through the process of recognizing and applying value, leaders can harness 
motivation to ensure that it complements the Centre’s goals. 
• Create the conditions for a culture that understands the interconnected nature of contributions 
and values insight into the whole (i.e., avoids fragmentation) (Epstien, 2019). This is connected 
to accountability by contributors being able to see the impact of their actions or inactions. 




The priorities for change are clear and interrelated in that addressing each priority will set the conditions 
and create momentum for the other priorities. While they are prioritized, they are not sequential. The 
Centre exists and is able to reach its goals through its contributors. Due to the voluntary nature of the 
work, the individual contributors’ interests literally come together to create the interests of the Centre 
(i.e., the combined individuals’ interests are the Centre’s interests). Therefore, by addressing these 
priorities for change, the interests of all involved are at the forefront of driving the change. 
Change Drivers 
Change drivers are factors that can be used to stimulate change in an organization (MacDonald 
et al., 2011; Policy Horizons Canada, 2016). Change drivers, such as the unique use of a vision/mission 
statement, strategy, or measurements (Martin & Quinn, 2019) are not appropriate for the Centre if it 
intends to reach the desired future state. Each of these elements, while they have their place, are 
bureaucratic at their heart as they are focused on documentation, process, and organization of a system 
(Dimock, 1960; Vine, 2021). They are the embodiment of documenting process to manage the 
contributors. By using these drivers for change, leaders would be using drivers that undercut the value 
of the organization's strength: its ability to be flexible, described through the adhocracy model. Instead, 
change leaders in the Centre must be more intentional in both their application and selection. All of this 
indicates that in this unique environment characterized by a virtual team that is comprised of 
organizational volunteers, a unique set of change drivers are crucial to the success of the Centre in 
making change. Whelan-Berry and Somerville’s (2010) analysis of typical organizational change drivers 
provides a foundation on which we can identify drivers that are specific to constructing change in the 
Centre. Specifically, globalization, good will/best intent, accountability, and participation will be key 
drivers of change.  
Globalization, referring to the rapid expansion of organizations to serve outside of their 




importance of meeting the needs of beneficiaries around the world. As the world becomes increasingly 
accessible through globalization, access to beneficiaries’ first-hand needs and wants means that the 
Centre must adapt and change. Globalization signals another change driver: the goodwill and best intent 
of the leaders in the Centre. As discussed in the perspectives that frame the problem, the passion and 
dedication of the contributors to this organization means that they are deeply committed to reaching 
the goals of the Centre, which creates momentum for change. Momentum for change is a powerful 
force, but it requires direction to ensure that contributors are not working at cross-purposes. This 
introduces accountability as both a driver and enabler of change. First, the current lack of accountability 
enables leaders to be creative and innovative in how they operate in the organization. Second, 
accountability, once established, can ensure that there is a shared commitment to a common direction. 
Commitment is strong in the Centre as observed in the ongoing participation of the Centre’s activities 
and retention of volunteers throughout complex initiatives (The Centre, 2021). With the organic growth 
of the Centre, international participation has always been one of its biggest assets. This commitment to 
the mission of the Centre alone is not enough, however; accountability is required to advance the 
activities of the Centre. With leaders that act in ways that are respectful of the individual contributors’ 
respective home cultures, participation at all levels of the organization can be an incredibly powerful 
driver (Vales, 2007). 
Another element that becomes evident when examining the drivers of change through a 
constructivist perspective is the sense of being a learning organization. Senge (2006) describes a number 
of features of learning organizations that are very relevant for the leaders of the Centre to consider, but 
that also represent appropriate drivers for change: 
● “Faster is slower” (p. 62); culture change must be organic and encouraged to develop to meet 





● “The easy way out usually leads back in” (p. 60); leaders must place value on the process, 
honouring that it will take time and effort to have the chance to be successful. 
● “The harder you push, the harder the system pushes back” (p. 58); in an adhocracy, forcing 
changes will not lead to success.  
By establishing these conditions amongst the contributors of the Centre, I am able to champion change 
in an organic way that matches the genesis of the organization. It should not go unnoticed here that 
these drivers and associated actions are very intangible. It is not through the procedure-driven approach 
to measurement that contributors and leaders alike will see success, but instead it is in the progress that 
success becomes evident (Amabile & Kramer, 2011). This is another reason in such an adhocracy that 
communication and learning are crucial: to recognize progress, reflection (both individually and as a 
team) is critical to driving change. 
The leadership-focused vision for change in this OIP is built on addressing the gaps in the 
contributors’ motivation, accountability, and culture described here. Addressing these priorities will 
leverage appropriately tailored drivers for change that not only suit but also enhance the leaders’ ability 
to connect with the contributors to the Centre and reach the future desired state.  
Organizational Change Readiness 
Analyzing organizational readiness for change provides insight into how change may take place 
in the Centre, including the drivers and resistance that will shape the ability to transform. Working in 
tandem with the organizational analysis (as described in the “Organizational Context” section), 
organizational readiness prepares leaders by revealing both potential for supportive champions and 
possible barriers. In this section, organizational readiness is assessed through three lenses: Bess et al.’s 
(2011) change as an ability to learn as an organization; Rafferty and Simons’s (2006) continuum of ready 
to resistant; and Deszca et al.’s (2020) force field analysis. The combination of these lenses sets a firm 




the organization by grounding it in one of the key elements of the future state: the learning organization 
(Senge, 2006). In a virtual non-profit context that is built upon the contributions of organizations and 
individuals, it is important to consider the depth of which readiness is examined. Bess et al. (2011) 
describe change readiness as organizational learning capacity and focus on two measures: 
organizational systems alignment and the culture of learning and development (also reflected in the 
work of Senge [2006]). This model recognizes the reality of the context, where it is important to 
understand readiness to implement and survive as an organization, not simply as an academic exercise. 
Bess et al. (2011) conceptualize change as learning, the most poignant tenet of this analysis of readiness. 
Their conceptualization inherently integrates appreciation for incremental and disruptive change by 
describing it as learning. Combined with Senge’s (2006) concept of learning organizations, it points to 
readiness as an inherent goal of the organization, one that, in a non-profit context, could be considered 
paramount to financial goals. 
Rafferty and Simons (2006) describe a continuum of readiness from ready to resistant. This 
continuum is a simplistic description; however, if used in a leadership team it is an effective way of 
understanding the team’s ongoing readiness for change, which will fluctuate throughout the transition. 
Through their study of both incremental (i.e., “fine-tuning” [p. 325]) and disruptive (i.e., “corporate 
transformation” [p. 326]) change, they identify seven elements that positively affect readiness for 
change: focus on incremental change, participation by contributors, self-efficacy for change, trust in 
leadership, trust in peers, organizational support, and systems support. Figure 2 represents my 
perception and observations of the situation as a leader, indicating relative readiness and resistance to 
change in the contributors and leaders of the Centre at this time. Note that some elements indicate that 
the Centre is ready for change (e.g., self-efficacy, trust in leadership and peers), while others indicate 




Figure 2  
 
Readiness and Resistance in the Centre 
 
The Centre has demonstrated the ability to create both incremental and disruptive change due 
to its very nature and its operating model. The adhocracy (as described in the “Leadership-Focused 
Vision for Change” section) enables a comfort with fluidity that allows change to be possible. Volunteer 
leaders have significant agency which comes from a combination of legitimate power (Kotter, 1990) that 
is derived from their respective positions in home organizations, including access to home organization 
financial resources for the Centre and ability to make decisions on behalf of the home organization; 
expert power (Kotter, 1990) as respected experts in the field in which the Centre operates; and the 
networks of individuals and organizations with whom they connect the Centre. This agency indicates a 
higher degree of readiness. In addition, the leaders in the Centre share a strong sense of loyalty to the 
common mission of the overall organization and value the contributors, which encourages highly trustful 
relationships between leaders and contributors and between contributors themselves (Schein & Schein, 
2018; Solomon, 2014). 
While the above elements indicate a high degree of readiness according to Rafferty and Simon’s 
(2006) model, there are some elements that indicate potential resistance, specifically in relation to the 




always be a challenge that requires attention for the Centre because it relies on organizational 
volunteerism. While the work is ongoing, the interactions between contributors and leaders are often 
separated by time and space in a virtual team. This separation creates a difficulty in seeing the evidence 
of cause and effect of change (Senge, 2006), which may contribute to more resistance to change. Finally, 
due to the model of adhocracy, the organization and systems support is minimal. While this does 
support flexibility, it also offers little in the way of organized support when required. Deszca et al. (2020) 
suggest a force field analysis to illustrate change drivers and their relative impact on an organization’s 
ability to implement change. Table 2 identifies forces that drive or restrain change in the Centre, 
organized by internal or external forces. 
Table 2 
 
Competing Forces that Have an Impact on Organizational Readiness for Change 
Forces Driving Restraining 
Internal ● Good will/best interest 
● Shared values 
● Accountability 
● Participation 
● Potential positive impact 
● Learning organization (Senge, 2006)  
● Systems support 
● Lack of full-time commitment due to 
organizational volunteerism/ changeover in 
organizational volunteer representatives 
● Cultural communication barriers 
● Comfortability (this is how it is done) 
External ● Globalization 
● Demand from beneficiaries 
● Increase in available evidence 
● Instability of funding sources 
● Competing organizations with similar mandate 
Of interest, Table 2 illuminates forces that both complement and compete, including: 
● Shared values (driving) and cultural communication barriers (restraining): while the values of 
contributors are stated and the same, the individual cultures that contributors partake in will 
colour the translation of value to behaviour, at times reinforcing the driving force, and at others 
restraining the ability to change. 
● Participation (driving) and comfortability (restraining): participation is high in the Centre; 
however, there is a risk that comfortability can become the norm when contributors bring prior 




● Increase in available evidence for developing the educational directives (driving) and competing 
organizations with a similar mandate (restraining): evidence is often generated and shared by 
competing organizations; therefore, the increase in evidence drives change, but also threatens 
the efficacy of the Centre by competing for human and financial resources. 
While analysis of the internal forces generally indicates readiness (with areas for growth in 
participation, organizational and systems support), the external factors are less relevant in this OIP. The 
changes that will support leaders to arrive at the desired future state, while they will significantly 
enhance the service to the Centre, are largely aimed at improving internal relationships to reach a 
shared goal. However, it is important to recognize that while contributors are part of the Centre, they 
are also part of their respective home organizations. This means that what is happening in their home 
organizations can have a serious impact on the readiness of the Centre. This could be reflected in any of 
the elements discussed here. To recognize the potential for vast variation in the readiness of individual 
contributors, this OIP must anticipate and plan for some resistance that does not align with other 
contributors and may require unique intervention. 
Each of these lenses contribute to the finding that the Centre is in the early stages of becoming 
what Senge (2006) describes as a learning organization. Bess et al.’s (2011) combination of organizing 
systems and culture of learning are similar to Senge’s (2006) capability of systems thinking and team 
learning. Rafferty and Simons’s (2006) continuum of readiness to resistance also reflects Senge’s (2006) 
capabilities of a learning organization, specifically in systems and organizational support (systems 
thinking), trust in leadership (vision for change), and self-efficacy (personal mastery). Finally, Descza et 
al.’s (2020) force field analysis reveals driving factors such as systems support (systems thinking) and the 
ability to become a learning organization. These three lenses are appropriate for this international 
virtual team of volunteers as they have revealed change readiness in the Centre; that readiness exists in 




cannot be overlooked. This indicates that while they may be ready, that readiness may change with the 
influences of their home organizations. To summarize, the contributors to the organization are ready for 
change but not immune to challenges that may hinder ease of transition. 
Chapter Summary 
 This first chapter paints a picture of the Centre as an organization that is built on the 
contributions of volunteers. The organizational context describes a Centre that is founded within one of 
the largest humanitarian organizations in the world (The Hub, 2020) with great potential for making a 
positive impact on the lives of people globally. This potential means that there is vast opportunity for 
individuals to contribute to a powerful positive force, which brings along with it passion, loyalty, and 
dedication to the cause. Chapter 1 identifies and frames the problem of practice that will be addressed: 
the lack of formal accountability in an international non-profit team. Through examination of the 
problem, the environment, the vision for change, and the organizational readiness, it is evident that 
there is potential for addressing this problem to serve beneficiaries in ways that are thoughtful, flexible, 
and responsive to needs. The next chapter builds on this analysis and identifies targeted solutions that 





Chapter 2: Planning and Development 
The overall organizational context in the previous chapter has set the parameters for the scope 
of organizational improvement, and the problem definition focused our analysis on the timely challenge 
of lack of accountability in an international non-profit, virtual team. This chapter focuses on what this 
OIP will accomplish by identifying the leadership approaches to change, determining the most 
appropriate framework for leading the change, analyzing possible solutions to address the problem of 
practice, and discussing ethical implications for the proposed change.  
Leadership Approaches to Change 
The problem of practice explored in this OIP is unique and complex and therefore requires a 
leadership approach to change that is creative and able to match that complexity. The requirement for 
accountability, sense of virtual identity, and distanced nature of the individuals to collaborate demands 
a leadership approach that weaves together each of these disorienting factors to make a successful 
team. Even more important, the leadership approach must be nimble enough to support the team in a 
virtual environment. I propose a conceptual model of a virtually constructed leadership (VCL) (Figure 3) 
that integrates three key elements: connective leadership to encourage collaboration; adaptive 
leadership to enhance accountability; and authentic leadership to foster virtual identity. This conceptual 
model also considers the relationship between each of these approaches to leadership, particularly in 
how they are interrelated and how they express leadership behaviours and attitudes from the inside to 
the outside, placing the leader at the core. As the leader’s attitudes and behaviours are expressed from 
internal to external, they build upon one another to ultimately reach the team members directly 




Figure 3  
 
Virtually Constructed Leadership 
 
Existing definitions of virtual leadership include leadership as engaging people who are not co-
located to achieve results (M. Lee, 2013; Pullan, 2016) and self-management, or distributed leadership, 
as the dominant approach (Carte et al., 2006; Keifer-Boyd et al., 2014). These simplistic definitions do 
not acknowledge the complexity of what leading a virtual team requires as they are essentially breaking 
virtual leadership down to leadership that is done through electronic means. This does not acknowledge 
or take advantage of the nuances of identity, team members’ agency, or the enhanced requirement for 
connection. VCL not only recognizes those important elements of leading virtually but seeks ways to 
strengthen a team by leveraging the potential of a leader to engage team members in more meaningful 
and targeted ways, including with their peers. To construct this model of VCL, we examine the 




Adaptive Leadership for Accountability 
A tool that addresses the need for accountability is Heifetz et al.’s (2009) expression of adaptive 
leadership. Adaptive leadership is an approach that frames challenges and creates the conditions for team 
members to have the confidence and space to tackle challenges safely (Heifetz et al., 2009; Heifetz & Laurie, 
2009). Squires (2015) contributes that “adaptive leadership is highly collaborative and requires the 
commitment and engagement” (p. 16) from contributors. The collaborative nature of adaptive 
leadership is described by Heifetz and Laurie (2009) in six leadership principles: “get on the balcony” (p. 
50), “identify your adaptive challenge” (p. 51), “regulate distress” (p. 52), “maintain disciplined 
attention” (p. 53), “give work back to the employees” (p. 54), and “protect leadership voices from 
below” (p. 55). Each of these principles describe leadership behaviours that are critical in a virtual 
international team to construct a collaborative, accountable environment. For example, consider the 
principle of identifying adaptive challenges (referred to as “wicked problems” by Benzie et al. [2017]) 
where the solution is complex and requires thinking differently to find a solution (Bernstein & Linsky, 
2016; DeRue, 2011; Hlalele & Tsotetsi, 2016) as opposed to technical challenges where the solution is 
concrete and well within the ability of the contributors. Adaptive leadership recognizes the significant 
contributions of team members, giving leaders “the capacity to challenge and inspire” (Hlalele & 
Tsotetsi, 2016, p. 32) by affording the opportunity to create change from within the team.  
In adaptive leadership, the role of the expert is minimalized and the role of the contributors is 
magnified (Benzie et al., 2017). Adaptive leadership requires the leader to adopt approaches when 
necessary to support the team most effectively (Heifetz et al., 2009; Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). Adaptive 
leadership is to leadership what problem-based learning is to education, with the same potential 
benefits such as higher degrees of collaboration and abilities to apply learning outside of the intended 




Yukl and Mahsud (2010) contribute an additional element of adaptive leadership when they 
note that “being flexible and adaptive often includes finding innovative ways to deal with new problems 
and opportunities…” (p. 84). This reflects the adaptive challenges described above, but also highlights 
the importance of adaptive leaders fostering creativity and innovation. It may be difficult as a leader to 
foster innovation and creativity, but it is critical. In their discussion of adaptive leadership and 
innovation, Bernstein and Linsky (2016) note two principles related to adaptive leadership: leadership is 
available to everyone and leadership is hard. 
The problem of practice is focused on the lack of formal accountability in this team, where 
formal accountability refers to “the process of holding persons or organizations responsible for 
performance as objectively as possible” (Paul, 2002, 1) using management structures of an organization 
(Sarker & Hassan, 2010). Ramalingam et al. (2020) make a compelling argument that adaptive leadership 
increases accountability by focusing on “maximum transparency in decision-making processes and 
openness to challenges and feedback” (para. 3). This sets the foundation to demonstrate that adaptive 
leadership is an appropriate leadership approach to enhance accountability, giving it strong footing in 
the VCL model. 
Accountability can be examined from multiple perspectives; for example, consider Kearns’s 
(1994) notion of “negotiated accountability” (p. 187), which is based on the idea that accountability is 
constructed by a group within a unique culture. Where a project is defined by the inputs (e.g., people, 
resources), activities (i.e., tasks), and outputs that generate positive outcomes, accountability is created 
by the people involved to effectively carry out the activities of the project. Therefore, accountability is a 
construct that is a result of individuals committing to come together to successfully reach a compelling, 
shared goal. Hmelo-Silver and Ederback (2012) indicate a higher degree of intrinsic motivation in 




the discussion of self-determination theory in found in Chapter 1. Again, collaboration that is key to 
adaptive leadership (Squires, 2015) has the ability to enhance accountability in the team. 
For the purpose of this OIP, we consider accountability in the context of an international virtual 
team of volunteers contributing to a non-profit organization. The existing explorations of accountability 
provide application to non-profit organizations and leadership behaviours required to be effective in 
these organizations. As described by Watt Geer et al. (2008), strengthening “accountability enhances 
organizational performance and advances mission fulfillment” (p. 68). Accountability in the non-profit 
sector is often overlooked, but is an effective way of managing volunteer contributions successfully 
(Watt Geer et al., 2008). Kim (2005) describes concerns with the lack of “hierarchical pressure” (p. 158) 
that is often required for individuals to be held to account. To overcome these issues, organizations 
must leverage the engagement of volunteers to contribute to the culture of accountability, by putting 
the responsibility of achieving results in the hands of the team, facilitated by an adaptive leader. Yukl 
and Mahsud (2010) also discuss adaptive leadership in terms of cross-cultural communication in noting 
that it is important to communicate effectively and “learn about cross-cultural differences in role 
expectations and attitudes about ideal forms of leadership behavior” (p. 85). Adaptive leadership lends 
itself nicely to the international context in that is requires leaders to become familiar with the strengths 
and needs of their team members in order to effectively frame adaptive challenges. In addition, as a 
leader, there is a degree of self-awareness that is important – a key element of authentic leadership that 
will be discussed in the next section – in that a leader must “identify choices in [their] roles and 
behaviors, and determine which ones are consistent with [their] interests, skills, and objectives” (p. 85), 
once again reflecting the repsonsive nature of adaptive leadership. Even more so, Ramalingam et al. 
(2020) demonstrate further connection between adaptive and authentic leadership in stating that “by 
acknowledging their fallibility, leaders create an environment of candor, psychological safety, and 




Viewing adaptive leadership as a potential remedy to the lack of formal accountability in this 
problem through the cultural lens, we find that adaptive leadership serves the goals of the team by 
ensuring continuous learning (Ramalingam et al., 2020; Senge, 2016) that rises to the challenge of a 
culture, which, by definition, is constantly and consistently shifting. 
Authentic Leadership and Identity 
Authentic leadership is a multi-dimensional approach to leadership that concerns itself with 
doing what is right and good while inspiring followers to be successful (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Avolio et 
al., 2009). While authentic leadership is an approach that is still in the early stages of development 
(Northouse, 2019) and that has largely focused on application in Western countries (Avolio et al., 2009), 
it is gaining traction as research and demand increases for the approach (Alilyyani et al., 2018; Cha et al., 
2019). The basic tenets of the approach remain key to discussions, specifically that it is a developmental 
(Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Avolio et al., 2009) and a relational approach (Eagly, 2005; Malik et al., 2021) 
to leadership. As authentic leadership continues to develop, various fields have considered its impact on 
their own work. For example, Karam et al. (2017) look at authentic leadership in relation to human 
resources practices and note that authentic leadership “promote[s] elevated levels of engagement, 
performance, and psychological well-being” (p. 105). Similarly, Wirawan et al. (2020), Rahimnia and 
Sharifirad (2015), and Malik et al. (2021) indicate that authentic leaders have a significant positive 
impact on the feelings, attitudes, and ultimately behaviours of employees, with Malik et al. (2021) going 
so far as to state that “followers tend to feel proud and remain in connection with such kind of leaders” 
(p. 537). These examples support Alilyyani et al.’s (2018) contention that authentic leadership is gaining 
traction.  
Authenticity in leadership can be considered on a continuum from high to low (Cha et al., 2019). 
Where leaders might find themselves on this continuum can be defined by how well they are able to 




relational transparency, and balanced processing (Avolio et al., 2009). Each of these components shape 
identity, and, when applied to a virtual team, require additional consideration. 
Beginning with self-awareness, leaders should have an understanding of both their strengths 
and limitations when leading a team. This requires a degree of humility and reflection that take strength 
of character and time (Dame & Gedmin, 2013; Igwe et al., 2020). Self-awareness demands that leaders 
understand their own beliefs, biases, and values that influence their behaviour (Avolio & Gardner, 2005). 
Through interrogation of these elements and sharing them with contributors, they model self-awareness 
that is critical for authenticity (Margiadi & Wibowo, 2020). If there is not an awareness of self, how can a 
leader act in accordance with those beliefs and values that they hold to be true? In other words, without 
self-awareness there cannot be authenticity as there will be a dissonance between values/beliefs and 
behaviours (Cha et al., 2019). Moving from values and beliefs to behaviours raises the second element 
of authentic leadership: internalized moral perspective.  
Internalized moral perspective is the reflection of values and beliefs in behaviours. To embody 
this element, authentic leaders “display high moral values and high consideration towards other and 
treat others with fairness” (Wirawan et al., 2020, p. 1148). In a virtual team, a leader must demonstrate 
an internalized moral perspective to be authentic; however, the expression of authenticity can shift 
according to the situation. Just as Ciulla (2013) describes Nelson Mandela as a master of being authentic 
when the moment required it, leading a virtual team calls for different approaches according to the 
team member, reflecting the need for an adaptive leadership approach. Leading a virtual team also calls 
for variation according to the culture of that member and the tasks being completed. This begs 
reflection: if as a leader I am constantly changing my approach, often without note of the other 
followers due to the individualized mode of communication, based on these factors, am I an authentic 
leader? I posit that yes I am, as the intentions are based in respect for my team and the task, enacting 




agreed-upon values. The internalized moral perspective is of utmost importance; however, in a virtual 
team environment it can quickly be lost. This risk is addressed by considering the third element of 
authentic leadership: relational transparency. 
Relational transparency demands that leaders are transparent in how they interact with 
contributors. Relational transparency is of particular importance in virtual leadership as virtual 
interactions risk shielding teams from getting to know one another at a deep enough level. By actively 
participating in relational transparency, leaders can overcome the barrier of time and space and share 
their authentic values and beliefs. Korzynski (2013), in an examination of leadership and social media, 
postulates that “online networking can serve as a tool supporting authentic leadership” (p. 979) due to 
the increased communication and ongoing ability to be confronted with “their own values, passions and 
emotions” (p. 979). This can be applied to virtual teams in that leaders have the mediums to reach their 
team and demonstrate relational transparency. 
Like relational transparency, balanced processing is a factor of authentic leadership that 
requires even more integrity in a virtual environment where the steps involved in decision making and 
thought processes are often unseen. Balanced processing is a “regulatory behaviour … refer[ing] to an 
individual’s ability to analyze information objectively and explore other people’s opinions” (Northouse, 
2019, p. 204) to make informed decisions. Unlike in a co-located setting where input can be casually 
sought, balanced processing requires persistent requests and openness by leaders to ensure that input 
is incorporated. 
Each of the components of authentic leadership discussed here require self-regulation to a 
higher degree in a virtual environment, which can be supported through reflection. Lyubovnikova et al. 
(2015) propose team reflexivity (i.e., the process of reflecting as a team) to self-regulate as a team. This 
is particularly valuable in a virtual environment where team members can hold one another informally 




A relatively new finding on authentic leadership is that it contributes to creativity and innovation 
in a team (Grošelj et al., 2021; Karam et al., 2017; Wheatley, 2017; Zeb et al., 2019). According to 
Wheatley (2017), authentic leaders “know they can make a profound difference locally, in the lives of 
people in their communities and organizations” (p. 40); this profound difference comes from 
empowering contributors and demonstrating trust for their abilities (Grošelj et al., 2021). Through 
empowerment, contributors’ knowledge is more easily shared and they are unleashed to interact more 
freely as authentic individuals (Edù-Valsania et al., 2015; Karam et al., 2017; Zeb et al., 2019). These 
effects of authentic leadership create conditions in which team members feel safe in the environment, 
which will allow them to be more innovative, take greater risks together, and overcome complex 
challenges (Zeb et al., 2019); this indicates a close connection between authentic leadership and 
adaptive leadership, showing that authentic leadership will contribute to enabling contributors to take 
on adaptive challenges. Authentic leadership has similar elements of demanding responsive, flexible 
leadership on the part of the leaders (Fox et al., 2020) in order to be successful. 
Authentic leadership is required in virtual leadership as it connects the avatar of the individual 
that is expressed in virtual environments to the true leader on the other end of the connection. 
Authentic leadership morphs the technical connection between contributors across time and space into 
an authentic connection between the humans that make up the team. It creates relationships that will 
be enduring (Malik et al., 2021), and it highlights the humanity required in leadership through 
connection. 
Connective Leadership for Collaboration 
In addition to accountability and authenticity, generating a common, researched understanding 
of collaboration is equally important. Leonard and Leonard (1999) indicate that “in its purest form, 
collaboration should first and foremost be spontaneous, voluntary, and founded in a shared 




collaboration that are very effectively situated in the stated problem in that it focuses on the voluntary 
and shared commitment elements of collaboration. For the purpose of this problem, we understand 
collaboration to be working towards a compelling purpose (Hackman, 2012) that would otherwise be 
difficult to attain, by demonstrating trust, vulnerability, and willingness to contribute (Clarke, 2019). 
Collaboration is at the heart of connective leadership. 
Delving into connective leadership as described by Lipman-Blumen (1998; 2010; 2017), we find a 
leadership approach that came into being as the world itself was becoming more connected. Now, as it 
did then, decisions made in one place have consequences that reverberate across the globe (Lipman-
Blumen, 1998), and they require the enhancement of additional competence in cross-cultural 
communications (Lipman-Blumen, 2017). This began to shift leaders’ focus to be more on facilitating a 
connected community of practice amongst their team members (Kirk & Shutte, 2004; Wenger et al., 
2002) rather than acting as the sole conduit of ideas and information. The result is a leadership 
approach that is built on analysis and decision making that guides leaders to connect team members 
with the most effective tools and approaches (Kezar & Wheaton, 2017) regardless of the approach from 
which they are derived. 
Connective leadership relies on what Sternberg (2003) calls “WICS (wisdom, intelligence, and 
creativity synthesized)” (pp. 171–172). Connective leadership is an approach that aims to overcome an 
outdated geopolitical leadership style that at its core is meant to keep people safe (Lipman-Blumen, 
2017) and refocuses to be more relevant to new generations of teams and leaders. Essentially, 
connective leadership requires leaders to take a multifaceted approach to leadership largely due to 
working in a global economy and across diverse cultures (Lipman-Blumen, 2017). Connective leadership 
leverages authenticity to contribute to collaboration and accountability (Lipman-Blumen, 2010). 




decision making on the part of both the leader and the team to find the right approach to the situation, 
and drawing on tools and actions from other approaches (Kezar & Wheaton, 2017). 
Of interest is Huxham and Vangen’s (2000) notion that collaboration typically does not involve 
formal leadership capacity. They go on to explore how collaboration requires “inspiring, nurturing, 
supporting, and communicating with individuals, teams, networks, and communities” (p. 1161). This is 
reflected further in Leonard and Leonard’s (1999) notion that participative decision making is important 
to heightening engagement in that participative engagement requires inspiration and communication to 
be effective. Even further, the application of Wenger’s elements of a community of practice 
(Farnsworth, et al., 2016; Wenger et al, 2002), which shares many similarities with a connective 
leadership approach, provides an additional framework for how connective leadership can be enacted in 
virtual teams. Connective leadership, especially in a virtual environment, allows the leader to step back 
and encourage collaboration amongst team members.  
 The combination of adaptive, authentic, and connective leadership for virtual teams in the VCL 
model is inspiring. Where authentic leadership centres the leader through self-awareness and the 
examination of their own assumptions (Crotty, 1998), that self-awareness prepares a leader to identify 
adaptive challenges and create an environment where team members can be successful. Connective 
leadership urges the leader to enable connection between team members that ensures possible 
synergies are enhanced in a virtual environment. Each of the component parts are grounded in 
constructivism in that they create a reality (Friedman & Antal, 2005) that is fit for purpose: the specific 
team in which they serve. Even more so, they enable a leader in a virtual environment to be successful 
through accountability, self-identity, and collaboration. 
Framework for Leading the Change Process 
 The VCL describes the leadership approaches best suited for the organizational context but must 




frameworks for leading the change process. A framework is intended to provide a vehicle for change 
that occurs within an organization and that is ultimately successful. Most frameworks begin with 
establishing a vision and end with a focus on sustaining the change (Deszca et al., 2020) and can be 
plotted on a continuum from prescriptive to principled. For this OIP, three models are relevant and each 
provides input that will ultimately be situated within the constructivist paradigm and supported by the 
leadership approaches that make up the VCL model. Those models are as follows: Duck’s (2013) 
emotional transitions through change; Deszca et al.’s (2020) change path model; and Cooperrider et al.’s 
(2008) appreciative inquiry. The type of change needed to address the described problem of practice is 
discontinuous and anticipatory (Nadler & Tushman, 1989), indicating that this planned change will 
improve the operations of the Centre while still representing a significant transition. This “reorientation” 
(Nadler & Tushman, 1989, p. 196) will involve many stakeholders and require a sense of urgency to 
motivate the change that is driven by the core team and volunteer leaders. It is with this type of change 
in mind that we examine the three change models. 
Emotional Transitions through Change 
 Duck’s (2001) five stage change curve is built of stagnation, preparation, implementation, 
determination, and fruition. Essentially this change curve plots the emotional states of individuals as 
they progress through a transition and places a high value on leaders being able to understand and act 
with empathy while individuals experience the emotions. This is a deeply constructivist model as it is 
almost entirely concerned with the individuals that make up the organization and how they perceive 
change. After initially publishing her model, Duck (2013) returned decades later to describe lessons 
learned. At that time, she reflected on 10 points that she had learned through her experience and by 
seeing the world through this model. While each of the 10 points2 offers insight, of particular interest in 
 
2Duck’s ten points include: be bold, be utterly curious, be careful what you promise, make commitments stick, 
forget happy, take culture seriously and work on it explicitly, be and stay responsible, stay connected, provide 




this OIP are the two points “take culture seriously and work on it explicitly” (p. 351) and “stay 
connected” (p. 352). Taking culture seriously is a common theme in this OIP: culture is the foundation on 
which organizational change will happen. However, in a virtual environment, where some aspects of 
culture are more visible through electronic artifacts, more heavy lifting is required to take place. This 
visibility is found in the everlasting nature of communications, recordings, and documentation, each of 
which can be analyzed. Here the more nuanced elements of culture are less visible. Instead of subtly 
modelling changes that leaders wish to see, we must take deliberate action to help our teams and 
ourselves acknowledge how culture is expressed. By recognizing and accepting the expression of culture, 
we are able to strategically make decisions that co-construct change within the organization. 
 The second point, staying connected, is directly reflected in the leadership approach of VCL, 
particularly in relation to connective leadership. Staying connected is about ensuring leaders are well 
connected to key players that are on-board and positively influencing others in relation to the change 
(Duck, 2013). In virtual leadership, this extends beyond key players to other expressions, such as 
communication tools, message boards, and results. 
The Change Path Model 
 The change path model (Deszca et al., 2020) is essentially a combination of other models – 
including Lewin (1948), Kotter (1990, 1995), Gentile (2013), and Duck (2013) – that Deszca et al. (2020) 
discuss in their work. In developing their model, they start with a series of four steps that integrate 
Lewin’s and Kotter’s models, then apply elements of both Gentile’s “voice to values” (Deszca et al., 
2020, p. 48) and Duck’s “emotional transitions through change” (Deszca et al., 2020, p. 50). The four 
stages are awakening, mobilization, acceleration, and institutionalization (Deszca et al., 2020).  
It is difficult to object to the change path model as it is comprehensive and it intentionally 
integrates elements from the domains of process, emotions, and values; however, it does stumble into a 




recognize how team members influence a change itself. This could possibly result in a completely 
different outcome than may have been established during the awakening phase in developing and 
disseminating the “powerful vision for change” (Deszca et al., 2020, p. 54). The end result, much like 
Lewin’s (1948) model, is the same: an organization that is refrozen into a new status quo. It does not 
recognize that change is constant and should be celebrated as such, woven into the fabrics of our 
organizations, and learned from others (Senge, 2006). It may be placing too much emphasis on the 
change model here and not enough on the leadership approaches, but over-alignment with a framework 
can create tunnel vision; therefore, while the model must strike a balance between prescriptive enough 
and open-ended, it must include at the very least the most critical elements. For this OIP, the most 
important element is recognizing that leaders live in their own home organizations and grow according 
to their own experiences; therefore, any change framework must be able to accommodate and accept 
that ongoing learning into the process of change. The need for such a framework for leading change 
takes us to appreciative inquiry. 
Appreciative Inquiry 
 Appreciative inquiry is an approach to organizational change that places enormous emphasis on 
the individuals of the organization. It is a strengths-based approach that was designed by Cooperrider 
under the supervision of Suresh (Cooperrider et al., 2008) to leverage the momentum that the team 
brings together and ultimately creates a synergistic environment. Cooperrider et al. (2008) identifies five 
key principles of appreciative inquiry: constructionist, simultaneity, poetic, anticipatory, and positive, 
while Watkins et al. (2011) include a sixth principle: wholeness. These principles represent a collective 
intent where appreciative inquiry is ground in positive change that is constructed for the future. To 
examine this approach to leading change, we will build on the aforementioned principles to consider the 




 The appreciative inquiry process is typically described by the four Ds: discovery, dream, design, 
and destiny (Cooperrider et al. 2008; Fifolt & Lander, 2013; Whitney, 1998), although there are many 
variations found in the literature. Like the change path model, the four Ds highlight large stages of 
change; however, they are much nimbler and more reflective of the individuals on the team. Whitney 
(1998) describes this as a “conversational process” (p. 314) that is co-constructed between leaders and 
members of the team. They posit that “the greater the involvement of people in the process, the greater 
their commitment to change” (p. 314). The application of the four Ds requires involvement from the 
people involved at every stage. Trosten-Bloom and Whitney’s (2010) deep dive into the destiny phase of 
the model reveals three dimensions: recognition and celebration; cross-functional change; and the 
systematic application of appreciative inquiry throughout the organization. Unlike Lewin’s (1948) or 
Deszca et al.’s (2020) models that refreeze the organization post-change, appreciative inquiry builds in a 
sustainable recognition of change as life for the organization. It cannot be understated how beneficial it 
is for a non-profit organization to have sustainability built in to a framework for change.  
Theoretical Frames as Criteria to Select a Model for Leading Change 
Any of the change models described here could support positive change in the Centre; however, 
to ensure that efforts are effective, consider two theoretical frames through which this problem is 
examined: the cultural frame and the political frame. While the cultural frame concerns itself most with 
the shared construction of value on specific objects, communications, and rituals (Bolman & Deal, 2017), 
it also focuses on the collective identity of the members of the organization at a specific time and place 
(Oliver et al., 2010). This identity is shaped by how the group chooses to interact with one another and 
the environment around their organization, their shared values, and the norms that contribute to their 
practices (Howard-Grenville et al., 2011). Howard-Grenville et al. (2011) go further by exploring how 
cultural change comes about, suggesting that culture is malleable as the objects of culture can change. 




considering this organization from the cultural frame allows for identification of the possible. The 
cultural lens encourages us to look at this problem of practice from a position of hope and potential as 
there is a great deal of possibility in how an organization can change and grow. In this frame, change is 
constant and to be harnessed rather than created. 
To complement the cultural frame, the political frame explores the negotiation of value in the 
organization, including the practices, values, and artifacts that it produces. This interrogation is intended 
to provide structure to exchange value: to find ways to ensure that ethics of fairness and equality of 
opportunity are in play. Gherardi (2013) indicates that the combination of voices is the way to meeting 
the pursuit of equality. The political frame is inherently at odds with the notion of equality, as this frame 
recognizes forces of power, conflict, and coalitions. When considering the political frame in conjunction 
with the cultural frame, it may be possible to describe politics as a brute force mechanism of cultural 
change that can be – but does not have to be – marred by manipulation and negative intent. Recall the 
exploration of bureaucracy and adhocracy in Chapter 1: politics can force cultural change by adjusting 
the pace, the authority, and even the creativity of a team. Jackall (1998) describes some of these 
challenges of change through politics and culture as moral mazes.  
In summary, I have selected appreciative inquiry to frame this OIP. Appreciative inquiry offers a 
link between the cultural and political frames of this OIP as it has the potential to shape both the 
artifacts, values, beliefs, and shared meanings (i.e., culture according to Senge [2006]) and the approach 
to exchange of value, conflict, and power (i.e., politics). While both Duck’s (2001) emotional transitions 
through change and Deszca et al.’s (2020) elements of change focus on people and an overall process 
respectfully, appreciative inquiry offers structure through the four Ds and without the rigidity that 
would be incongruent with a constructivist approach. It also creates the space for leaders to explore the 
needs and preferences of team members and to apply the VCL approach effectively, as well as being 




is a hopeful approach to leading change; its emphasis on strengths connects with the intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation that is crucial to creating a sense of accountability in this team. To further develop 
the OIP, we turn to critical organizational analysis through the change model of appreciative inquiry. 
Critical Organizational Analysis 
 The critical organizational analysis is an in-depth exploration of what I, as the leader, will do to 
arrive at the desired state for the Centre. This analysis acts as a precursor to the possible solutions in 
that it solidifies the underlying challenges to reaching the described future state. By understanding 
those underlying challenges, the proposed solutions can be tailored to meet the needs of the 
organization and its members.  
 The traditional language in a critical organizational analysis is an identification of past gaps 
balanced with current strengths (Braverman et al., 2011). While this is descriptive, it is contrary to the 
selected model for leading change: appreciative inquiry. One of the key components of Cooperrider et 
al.’s (2008) approach is that it comes from a position of positivity. The SOAR model looks at strengths, 
opportunities, aspirations, and results (Stavros & Hinrichs, 2009; Stavros et al., 2014; Whitney & 
Trosten-Bloom, 2010; Zarestky & Cole, 2017) that build a constructive and practical future (Stavros & 
Wooten, 2011). Therefore, for this analysis, the SOAR model is an appropriate model for critical 
organizational analysis that respects the change model of appreciative inquiry and is grounded in 
constructivism in that it is focused on building for the future. Whitney and Trosten-Bloom’s (2010) 
expression maps the four Ds of the process of appreciative inquiry to the SOAR analysis as a parallel 
process. Table 3 demonstrates the link between these two models through Fifolt and Lander’s (2013) 
expression of the SOAR model and the four Ds. For each of the elements of the SOAR model there is a 
descriptive phase (Description) that is explored in each of the phases of the four Ds. For the purpose of 








Mapping SOAR to the Four Ds 
SOAR Description Four Ds 
Strengths “the best of what is” Discovery 
Opportunities “what could be” Dream 
Aspirations “what should be” Design 
Results “what will be” Destiny 
Note. Adapted from Fifolt and Lander (2013). 
Strengths and Opportunities • Discovery and Dream 
The “Organizational Change Readiness” section of Chapter 1 identified a number of driving and 
restraining factors, notably the drivers of goodwill/best intent, shared values, potential for positive 
impact, value for learning, and restraining factors of organizational volunteerism that indicate issues 
with commitment, communication challenges, and comfort with the status quo. Applying the change 
model of appreciative inquiry recasts the drivers and restraining factors as strengths and opportunities. 
Table 4 identifies each of the factors from Chapter 1 and shows how they are recast as a strength or 
opportunity. It is important to understand the drivers and restraining factors within the appreciative 
inquiry change model to maintain congruency throughout the OIP. By recasting these factors, the OIP is 
already reaching the discovery and dream stages of the four Ds as we have examined the current state 
and where we could be following the change. With an understanding of what is, the next step is to 







Recasting Drivers and Restraining Factors 
Factor Recast as strength or opportunity 
Drivers 
Good will/best interest Strength: good will and best interest are very difficult to develop, but as a 
strength offer enormous potential for the organization. 
Potential for positive impact Opportunity: with the potential for positive impact, this is an opportunity for the 
Centre and volunteer leaders to imagine without constraints what could be. 
Learning organization Opportunity: building on the value of learning that is a strength of the 
organization, structuring with Senge’s (2006) learning organization in mind is an 
opportunity to solidify the value within the Centre. 
Restraining factors 
Lack of full-time commitment due to 
organizational volunteerism 
Opportunity: volunteers are much more diverse and represent a network of 
colleagues and connections that could enhance the work of the Centre. 
Additionally, organizational volunteers act and feel like volunteers, but are paid 
professionally by their home organizations; therefore, ensuring that they remain 
able to volunteer. 
Cultural and communication barriers Opportunity: To communicate effectively, it is an imperative that leaders and 
team members develop trust and common language. Additionally, there is a 
requirement for a culture of openness that values challenging common 
understanding to ensure that it actually is common. 
Comfortability (“this is how it is done”) Strength: there is institutional knowledge that means that change will not be 
taken lightly. Reluctance ensures that leaders are thoughtful, purposeful, and 
patient so that changes are the right decisions. 
 
Aspirations • Design 
 Design aligns with the aspirations in the SOAR model. In this phase, according to Whitney 
(1998), there must be high involvement from the team. Involvement is a key piece of any change 
initiative that is viewed from the constructivist perspective as change must be co-constructed by the 
members of the team and the leader. While the discovery and dream phases are about divergence of 
ideas and understanding, the design phase begins a process of convergence; this process of diverging 
and converging is well known in the world of innovation (K. Lee, 2019). In this case, convergence is 
about making choices on behalf of the organization and identifying priorities (Whitney, 1998).  
As discussed in the desired future state for the organization, there are three overall priorities: 




interconnected nature of contributions and values insight into the whole; and enable and encourage the 
Centre to become a learning organization (Senge, 2006). 
 Valuing the motivations of contributors is complicated in this organizational context. Due to the 
nature of volunteer leaders contributing as organizational volunteers, the examination of the 
motivations must extend beyond the individual to understand the motivations of the contributing 
organization. Where the motivations of the individual are linked to personal growth and impact, an 
organization’s motivation is more weighted to developing intangible capital (i.e., reputation) and impact. 
This indicates a need for extending the relationship with the Centre beyond the organizational volunteer 
to truly appreciate the contributing organizations motivation for contribution. As the contributing 
organizations are all part of the Hub, the overarching organization, there is already an increased 
alignment of those motivations due to the embraced stated values. In addition to these motivations, 
there should be an acknowledgement of what drives the beneficiaries to look to the Centre for 
expertise. Beneficiary needs have always been at the forefront of the activities of the Centre; however, 
in this appreciative inquiry process, more meaningful voices mean a stronger overall result (Cooperrider 
et al., 2008). 
 The second priority identified indicates creating a common understanding for the 
interconnected nature of the Centre’s work. Katzenbach and Smith (1993) note that a team is not just 
any group that works together. They describe a team’s performance as including “both individual results 
and what we call ‘collective-work products’” which “reflects the joint, real contribution of team 
members” (para. 6). Therefore, this priority hinges on the leader’s ability to support the group to 
embrace being a team, rather than simply a group that works together. This also reflects the concept of 
synergy, where together a team is more than the sum of its parts (Romero, 2015). There is huge 
potential for value creation when working groups recognize their interdependence and work as teams. 




our fascination with specialization is hindering our ability to grow. Senge (2006) echoes this sentiment in 
his exploration of learning organizations by noting that by breaking down everything into component 
parts “we can no longer see the consequences of our actions; we lose our intrinsic sense of connection 
to a larger whole” (p. 3). Fostering the interconnected nature of this team, therefore, enables a higher 
degree of reach and success for the Centre. This is also the embodiment of constructivism on which this 
OIP is based. 
 Senge’s (2006) conceptualization of the learning organization is somewhat of a utopia for the 
Centre. As discussed in the “Future State” section in Chapter 1, the theory of learning organization when 
combined with the organic structures of an adhocracy creates a powerful future state. Senge (2006) 
identifies five component technologies that will innovate learning organizations: systems thinking, 
personal mastery, mental models, building shared vision, and team learning. The notion of systems 
thinking uncovers the dynamic web of interconnectedness that already exists within the Centre. Senge 
notes that each person “has an influence on the rest, an influence that is usually hidden from view” (p. 
6). Personal mastery reflects self-awareness and personal agency, noted to be high in the volunteer 
leaders of the Centre. By incorporating the elements of a learning organization with the adhocracy 
model, we draw on the available creativity, insight, and overall positive forces that they create by 
complementing one another. Essentially, we can create synergy between the two models that reaches 
greater heights than the sum of the individual impacts. 
Results • Destiny  
The final phase of this combined model, destiny, focuses on the results of the change process. 
The three dimensions that Trosten-Bloom and Whitney (2010) describe3 require rethinking in a virtual 
organization. Where recognition and celebration typically evoke images of having nice meals together, 
 
3 As described in the “Framework for Leading the Change Process” section of this chapter: recognition and 
celebration; cross-functional change; and systematic application of appreciative inquiry throughout the 




sharing cake in a communal space, or attending an awards ceremony, that is not the reality in virtual 
teams. Instead, other opportunities must be sought. Microsoft, according to Mayer (2019), has a process 
of recognizing individuals in person when possible as well as sharing the offering of digital awards to 
individuals across the organization. LinkedIn introduced LinkedIn Kudos in 2018 as a way to share notes 
of appreciation with colleagues in the same professional community (Alvarez, 2018). These are examples 
of possible daily opportunities to recognize and celebrate, that, when combined with more formal 
recognition (e.g., in publications, on websites), will support the results of the Centre. 
Another dimension, cross-functional change, is more challenging in a virtual environment. The 
number of initiatives in the Centre is small, but there is opportunity for sharing the learning that is 
earned from one project to another. What sets appreciative inquiry apart from other change models is 
that learning and its future application is built in to the model. The third dimension is about the 
systematic application of appreciative inquiry (Trosten-Bloom & Whitney, 2010), which is a process of 
ensuring that change is ongoing and cyclical. In a small organization like the Centre, the value of ongoing 
learning is high. 
Overall, the critical organizational analysis reveals depth and expands upon the previously 
identified priorities. Most importantly, it recasts those priorities to ensure that the best part of the 
change model – the strengths-based perspective – is present throughout the change process. 
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice 
The possible solutions to address this problem of practice result from the overall analysis 
conducted in the previous sections. Throughout the analysis phase, elements of what may become a 
possible solution were tracked to ultimately be combined to form three possible solutions. The three 
solutions are: 
● Home-grown Accountability: Use a foundation of the combined home organization 




● Centre-Based Accountability: Develop formal accountability structures, such as policies and 
procedures, within the Centre and hire individuals to work professionally for the Centre. 
● Organic Accountability: Modify the expectations of the team as to reduce dependence on 
accountability. 
To determine which solution will have the best potential for success, Ungerer and Cayzer (2016) note 
that it is important to consider a set of criteria against which each solution is measured. Ungerer and 
Cayzer developed a normative model for assessing competitive strategy through analysis of the work of 
several other thought leaders. Their model includes four main elements: sensibility, robustness, 
advantageous, and feasibility that are further broken down into guiding questions. Building on the 
criteria described by Ungerer and Cayzer and the priorities described in the “Leadership-Focused Vision 
for Change” section of this chapter, the four criteria will be: contribution to the sense of positive 
affiliation and motivation of contributors, viability in terms of additional required resources, 
accountability is augmented, and consistent with an intercultural, virtual environment. As we explore 
each of the possible solutions, I reflect on these criteria in determining the appropriate solution to 
action for this OIP. For each solution, logistics, required resources, benefits/risks, and possible ways to 
test and implement are considered. 
Home-grown Accountability 
Home-grown accountability as a solution is based on working with the home organizations of 
each of the volunteer leaders to develop a more formal relationship with the Centre. By developing a 
more formal relationship, leaders in the Centre are able to access the accountability structures of the 
home organization to create a sense of formal accountability in the team at the Centre. Typical 
accountability structures in organizations include leadership, performance management, management 
of time and resources, development opportunities, recognition and discipline (adapted from Han and 




organization that has these accountability structures already in place. Therefore, this possible solution 
provides a way for the Centre to leverage those accountability structures and apply them to the 
volunteer leaders by seeking meaningful opportunities for senior leaders within the home organizations; 
these leaders can hold the volunteer leaders to account while gaining insight into the activities of the 
Centre. The goal being that the accountability in the home organizations is seen by the volunteer leaders 
as being applied to the work of the Centre. 
In order for this solution to be successful, I, as the leader of this team, must prioritize the actions 
of the solution. These actions are as follows: reach out to senior leaders, establish a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU), and set out an agreed-upon engagement plan to maintain the relationships in a 
meaningful way. Reaching out to senior leaders in the home organizations must be done via the 
volunteer leaders to respect their positions and the connection that they bring to their home 
organizations. Without the support of the volunteer leaders that are already committed to the work of 
the Centre, it would be challenging to make the case for increased involvement by the home 
organization. Reaching out would come in the format of a discussion where we would explore the 
mutual benefits to the home organization and the Centre and make a commitment to supporting the 
Centre in reaching its outcomes. 
Once senior leaders in the home organization are committed to supporting the Centre, the next 
priority is to establish the formalized MOU. The purpose of this MOU is to ensure that expectations are 
clearly shared by both parties, but also to facilitate discussions early in the process before challenges 
arise in the relationship. The MOU is an artifact of the relationship that by its very existence formalizes 
the connection between the home organization (both the senior leader and the volunteer leader) and 
the Centre. An additional benefit of the MOU is that it helps to transcend language and cultural 




out a plan of ongoing communication and touchpoints between the Centre and the senior leaders in the 
home organization.  
Resources 
For this solution to be implemented, the additional resource requirements for the Centre are 
modest. The biggest requirement for resources in this solution are in implementation, but ongoing 
management from a sustainability perspective is minimal. Table 5 summarizes the additional required 
resources at three stages of implementing the solution: establishing the solution (one-time only), initial 
engagement of a home organization (one-time per organization), and ongoing relations. Resources in 
this organization are divided into those that are controlled directly by the Centre and those that are 
controlled by the contributing home organizations. Overall, the additional required resources to 
implement this solution are minimal after the solution is established and the home organizations are 
engaged. The costs to the Centre are offset through engagement as home organizations are traditionally 
able to cover their own costs for participation. 
Table 5  
 
Home-grown Accountability Additional Resources 




Initial engagement of 
home organization 
Ongoing relations 
Centre Home orgs. Centre Home orgs. Centre Home orgs. 
Policy and procedure development: 
creating templates and plans 
Time H n/a M M L n/a 
Cultivating of the relationship Time n/a n/a H M M L 
Recognition of contributions Time and 
financial 
M L L n/a M L 
Participation in projects  Time n/a n/a n/a M n/a L 
Additional travel and participation Financial M L M M L M 
Sharing of information Time M L H M L L 
Training and access to systems Time, financial n/a n/a M M L L 
Ongoing evaluation Time n/a n/a n/a n/a M L 




Benefits and Risks 
Implementing this solution will establish a sense of accountability to the outcomes of the Centre 
in volunteer leaders. There are many benefits to both the Centre and the respective home 
organizations. The Centre will gain additional access to higher-level senior leaders in the home 
organizations that likely control resource allocation, therefore making it easier to access resources when 
required. The Centre will have a higher degree of sustainability in terms of the volunteer leaders as their 
contributions to the Centre are recognized and visible within their home organizations, making it more 
difficult to remove that contribution. Home organizations will enjoy more input on the work of the 
Centre, early access to the work of the Centre (e.g., the educational directives), and recognition on an 
international scale for their contributions. This recognition is the perfect combination of benefit to both 
the home organizations and the Centre as each lend credibility to one another. For senior leaders in the 
home organizations, there is also in-person recognition that comes with international travel where they 
can connect with professions outside of their home networks. By engaging the senior leaders in the 
home organizations, not only is there a sense of accountability implied to the work of the Centre, but 
there is also a strengthening of the relationship between each of those organizations and the Centre. 
Finally, one of the biggest benefits to the Centre is found in engaging senior leaders in these home 
organizations that have more insight into the overall mission of the Hub, rather than the respective 
functional areas of the volunteer leaders. 
 Cameron and McNaughtan (2016) describe two additional benefits that would positively impact 
the home organizations and, consequently, serve the Centre: positive relationships and relational 
energy. Where positive relationships – even those that are temporary such as those between senior 
leaders in the home organization and the Centre – exist, there is an increase in “learning, resilience, 
cooperation, job satisfaction, involvement, commitment, and physical health in individuals” (p. 343). In 




ability to leverage relational energy produces better results than do both power or access to 
information. While these elements are more internal to the relationship between the home 
organization’s senior leader and the volunteer leader, they represent elements that would be enhanced 
by this solution as the senior leader shows more appreciation for the contributions of the volunteer 
leader. 
 These benefits do come with risks to the Centre, including: 
● Potential loss of volunteer contributors due to increased insight into their activities or 
misalignment between their professional role and the needs of the home organization;  
● Increased perceived oversight of the respective home organizations over the direction of the 
Centre; and 
● Increased diversity in the priorities that must be reconciled to advance with a common vision. 
While these are real risks to implementing this solution, they are mitigated through thoughtful 
implementation and relationship maintenance with the home organizations. 
Testing for Implementation 
If this solution is determined to be implemented, it will be done in a way that sets it up for 
success by testing assumptions, learning from those tests, and integrating that learning into further 
implementation. This process is completed using a plan, do, study, act (PDSA) cycle, where the plan 
phase is focused on identifying a specific assumption based on the organizational context, specific 
proposed solution, overall vision for change, and my ability and agency to influence the implementation. 
To assess my ability to implement the solution, I identified three assumptions that must be correct to 
successfully implement this solution. The assumptions to be tested are as follows: there is interest from 
senior leaders to participate in an oversight capacity to their respective volunteer leaders; an increased 
participation by senior leaders will increase a sense of accountability amongst volunteer leaders; and an 





The second possible solution is to develop formal accountability structures, such as policies and 
procedures, within the Centre and hire individuals to work directly for the Centre. This solution is based 
on abandoning the current structure where volunteer leaders act as organizational volunteers and 
represent their home organizations. In this solution, the Centre essentially builds its own capacity 
internally, which includes typical accountability structures. The goal of this possible solution is to have 
uniform, formal, and objective structures that ensure accountability is inherent to the culture of the 
team. This possible solution will be challenging for the Centre to implement, but once implemented will 
very soundly resolve the problem of practice in that there will be formal accountability structures in 
place. To implement this solution, I must prioritize the actions of the solution. Each of these actions are 
derived from the solution itself, that, when taken in conjunction with one another, will contribute to the 
successful implementation of this solution. The actions are as follows: determine a sustainable funding 
source for the increase in paid contributors; establish a comprehensive suite of policies and procedures 
that matches the scale of the new Centre; recruit, select, and hire international staff; and support new 
staff through learning interventions in what and how the work of the Centre will be completed. 
Resources  
For this solution to be implemented, the resource requirements for the Centre are very high. 
Not only is the requirement for resources very high in the initial implementation, but also the ongoing 
operations are significantly more than the Centre is currently able to secure. This includes salaries and 
associated benefits, supporting the team with appropriate technology and space, and even the high cost 
of administration and management. Table 6 summarizes the additional required resources at two stages 
of implementing the solution: establishing the solution (one-time only) and ongoing requirements (for 




Table 6  
 
Centre-Based Accountability Additional Resources 





Determine sources of and secure initial funding sources Time H n/a 
Determine sources of and secure initial funding sources Time n/a H 
Draft and validate a full suite of comprehensive human resources 
policies and procedures (e.g., hiring, compensation and benefits, 
anti-harassment, safety) 
Time and financial 
H M 




Hiring of staff Financial H M 
Selection and onboarding of staff Time H M 
Ongoing management of staff Time, financial H H 
Ongoing evaluation of success of solution Time n/a M 
Note. The table indicates a high (H), moderate (M), or low (L) level of additional resources required. 
Overall, the additional required resources to implement this solution are very high and, even if they are 
initially secured, the Centre’s ability to sustain the ongoing resources will be unstable. 
Benefits and Risks 
There is a very clear benefit to this solution that is tailored to the problem of practice: it 
guarantees that there are formal accountability structures in place that will support the Centre in 
reaching its goals. However, there are significant risks in implementing this solution, including: 
● Loss of the current motivations for volunteer leaders to contribute in a meaningful way.  
● Loss of the integration of partner organizations that currently employ the volunteer leaders. 
Home organizations benefit not only from the recognition of being associated with the Centre, 
but also from the diverse experiences that their staff receive by contributing to the Centre. They 
bring those experiences and perspectives back to their home organizations, representing a kind 




● Loss of flexibility for volunteer leaders to contribute. Currently, volunteer leaders are able to 
contribute regardless of their position within their home organizations, which means that even 
though many of the job titles of the volunteer leaders have changed over the tenure of the 
contribution, they have been able to continue as a volunteer leader with the Centre.  
● Loss of credibility in representing the entire world. If staff are now simply part of the Centre, 
rather than representing their respective national teams, there is a perception that this is no 
longer an international team. 
● The resources required to implement and sustain this solution are extremely high. 
While the risks are significant and may prohibit the implementation of this solution, there is no ignoring 
that this solution would directly solve the stated problem of practice, indicating that the potential 
benefit may outweigh the risks. 
Testing for Implementation 
Again, using the PDSA cycle, to test for implementation of this solution, there is one assumption 
that must be studied: the Centre is able to determine who to hire for discrete functions within the 
Centre (e.g., content expertise, graphic design, editorial). This will require that the Centre is able to also 
determine what policies and procedures will be required and how they will be effective in an 
international virtual context. 
Organic Accountability 
The third solution under consideration is to modify the expectations of the team so as to reduce 
the dependency on accountability. This solution is essentially based on redefining the outcomes of the 
Centre to negate the necessity for formal accountability. This possible solution differs from the status 
quo as there is a current lack of formal accountability; however, there is certainly a need for 
accountability. In this solution, with the outcomes of the Centre redefined, accountability is not 




every five years; however, if the Centre began publishing segments of the educational directives every 
couple of months when they were ready as opposed to when they were planned, the requirement of 
accountability in sticking to a specific timeframe for release would be significantly diminished. This 
solution is in alignment with some of the concepts already introduced throughout Chapter 1 and in this 
chapter: adhocracy and appreciative inquiry. The solution is also congruent with the perspective of 
constructivism through which this OIP is created in that it is truly a reflection of the cumulative needs 
and actions of the team, albeit at the expense of the Centre’s effectiveness in reaching the expectations 
of beneficiaries. 
As with the other proposed solutions, as a leader, I must prioritize the actions of this solution in 
order for it to be effective. The actions to implement this solution are largely based on adjusting the 
culture of the Centre, including: 
● Develop new outcomes and criteria for success. 
● Communicate changes with all stakeholders (e.g., contributing organizations, partners, core 
staff, volunteer leaders, contributors, and beneficiaries). 
● Develop methods for sharing outputs of the Centre on an ongoing basis. 
Resources 
For this solution to be implemented, the resource requirements for the Centre are very low. This 
solution basically requires the volunteer leaders to redefine the intended outcomes of the Centre, which 
includes timelines for reaching those outcomes. Therefore, there is no urgency to take on these 
discussions, which means that time already allotted for the current tasks can be used for this purpose. 
Table 7 summarizes the additional required resources at two stages of implementing the solution: 




Table 7  
 
Organic Accountability Additional Resources 





Secure commitment from contributors for the new approach. Time H n/a 
Determine revised outcomes for the Centre. Time H n/a 
Communicate changes with stakeholders. Time and financial H L 
Develop methods for sharing outputs of the Centre with stakeholders. Time M n/a 
Implement methods for sharing outputs of the Centre with stakeholders. Financial H L 
Ongoing evaluation of success of solution. Time n/a L 
Note. The table indicates a high (H), moderate (M), or low (L) level of additional resources required. 
While the initial change of establishing the change would require significant resources, once 
implemented, the resources required would be very low. 
Benefits and Risks 
This possible solution is unique. The most significant benefit of this solution is that it negates the 
need identified in the problem of practice. If formal accountability is not required, the problem is not a 
problem. However, this solution poses significant risks to the organization, including: 
● Loss of credibility for the Centre. Beneficiaries rely on the humanitarian work of the Centre and 
therefore not meeting its intended outcomes would have a significant negative impact 
throughout the world. As a non-profit organization, this credibility is of the utmost importance 
as it is one of the Centre’s and the Hub’s biggest assets. 
● Disengagement of contributors and beneficiaries. 
● Significantly reduced ability of the Centre to reach its core mandate. 
Testing for Implementation 
Using the PDSA cycle there are two primary assumptions that should be examined: stakeholders 




educational directives on an ongoing basis. In this case, the PDSA cycle would likely take significantly 
more time than other examinations as the effects for study are based on shifts in abilities and attitudes. 
Summary of Possible Solutions 
These three solutions can be represented on a continuum where at one end the Centre takes 
full authority and power, and at the opposing end the Centre releases all authority and therefore 
responsibility for its outcomes. See Figure 4 for a visual representation with the three identified 
solutions plotted on the continuum from low authority to high authority. 
Figure 4  
 
Possible Solutions Continuum 
 
To determine the most effective solution to the problem of practice, we consider each of the solutions 
against the established criteria. The criteria in Table 8 are evaluated on a scale of one to three, where 
one indicates that the solution does not support the criterion, two indicates that the solution somewhat 
supports the criterion, and three that the solution strongly supports the criterion.  
Table 8  
 
Summary of Possible Solutions 
Criteria 
Contributes positive 
affiliation and motivation 
of contributors  











2 3 2 3 10 
Centre-based 
Accountability 
1 1 3 1 6 
Organic 
Accountability 




Considering the relative total scores of each solution indicated in the Total column, the solution Home-
grown Accountability is the strongest and most likely to address the problem of practice within this 
context. This conclusion is supported in that it will support the establishment of accountability in the 
team, is consistent with the international, virtual nature of this team, contributes to the positive 
affiliation and motivation of contributors, and, finally, is congruent with the constructivist perspective 
under which this OIP is developed. 
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change 
 Leadership ethics provide another lens that must be applied to the implementation of any 
organizational change. It is through application of ethics that leaders can ensure they are doing what is 
best for the individuals, the organization, and the world, a particularly poignant requirement in both the 
Centre and the Hub. Most relevant to leaders in the Centre is the ethic of care as described by Branson 
(2010) and Ciulla (2009), where care refers to both the attention to recognize the need for care and the 
emotional concern to provide it. Through the ethic of care, relationships are strengthened (Solomon, 
2014), which is a key requirement in this virtual environment, even more so in one that crosses cultures. 
It is important to note that like too much of any positive thing, care can be oppressive: it inherently 
represents an imbalance of power in that one must care for another (e.g., a leader for a team member). 
In conceptualizing ethics, Cameron (2011) describes them as protecting others from the bad, but 
proposes that virtuous leadership is seeking the good. This is an interesting distinction because it implies 
that leaders have an enhanced responsibility to be proactive in their care for team members and their 
peers, a particularly pertinent reminder in a virtual team. Seneca (1953, as cited in Ciulla, 2009) also 
points to the enhanced need for virtuous leadership in stating that “humans were given reason so that 
they can achieve good. They were given the capacity to care so they can perfect good” (p. 4). It is 
through care as exemplified by the pursuit (Tuana, 2014) of virtuous leadership that leaders can lead 




theme of the OIP. In contrast to a typical leader-follower relationship where culture is likely shared due 
to co-location, in a virtual team we must recognize the distinct cultures of the people for whom a leader 
is creating the conditions for collaborative innovation. Where ethics are a set of decisions that are made 
by a team, culture often represents a series of unconscious biases and expectations that are difficult to 
communicate and recognize. 
Ethical and virtuous leadership underpin all decisions and actions by a leader. In considering any 
future improvements in relation to the problem of practice, ethical leadership must be a constant 
touchpoint. It is worth noting early that while ethical leadership is a pursuit, there are actions that can 
be taken to strengthen a leader’s ethics, particularly when viewed through the lens of ethical 
perspectives. More succinctly, an ethical leader could be considered “a sinner who keeps on trying” 
(Mandella as cited in Ciulla, 2013, p. 169). Authenticity, as discussed in the “Leadership Approaches to 
Change” section in this chapter, should be thought of in the same way that it should be sought but is 
unlikely to ever be achieved (Heidegger as cited in Storberg-Walker & Gardiner, 2017). 
Linking back to the role that culture plays in leadership ethics, is it possible to “craft a sense of 
collective autonomy” (Spicer, 2011, p. 61) that could act as the higher other (reflecting the constructivist 
perspective through which this organizational improvement is viewed)? If we consider the culture of a 
virtual international team, we will find an identifiable, unique apex of cultures that is made possible by 
the leader’s ability to create space. Discussing the ethic of care also raises an important area for 
discussion: the psychological safety of the team members. Psychological safety is concerned with how 
team members perceive their ability to take risks without compromising “how others perceive our 
competence, awareness, and positivity” (Rozovsky, 2015, para. 6). Psychological safety can be 
established through actions on the part of the leader or any member of the team. Paulize (2020) 
explores a number of simple activities that achieve this goal that include one-on-one meetings, social 




Applying the conceptual model of VCL, the unique combination of connective, adaptive, and 
authentic leadership lends itself well to establishing a psychologically safe environment for the entire 
team. Authenticity supports the development of trust amongst team members, adaptive leadership 
ensures that team members are challenged at the right level that does not threaten how others 
perceive them, and connective leadership is focused on facilitating growth. The synergy found in VCL 
means that, in a virtual environment, a leader is more apt to create a sense of psychological safety. 
Psychological safety reflects the ethic of care for individuals in the team, particularly in relation to 
authentic leadership (Atwijuka & Caldwell, 2017). Finally, our discussion of ethics would be incomplete 
in relation to accountability if we did not discuss ethics in relation to effectiveness. Ciulla (2014) argues 
that leadership ethics is the relationship between ethics and effectiveness. Therefore, in order for a 
leader to be considered ethical, they must also be effective. Accountability is one of the ways that 
leaders evaluate and demonstrate their effectiveness. When a team is able to accomplish its goals, the 
team is considered effective. When a team is able to do the right thing, in the right way, for the right 
reason (Ciulla, 2014), they are considered ethical.  
Chapter Summary 
 Chapter 2 is focused on planning and developing a solution to the problem of practice. In this 
OIP, the dominant leadership approach is found in the VCL conceptual model that weaves authentic, 
adaptive, and connective leadership approaches together specifically for application in a virtual 
international environment. Using this leadership approach in conjunction with the appreciative inquiry 
framework for leading change, sets the conditions for successful change initiatives to occur. This leads to 
possible solutions to address the problem of practice, the most relevant of which is found in engaging 
senior leaders from home organizations to leverage the accountability structures. As a final confirmation 
of both the leadership approach and chosen solution, we consider how leadership ethics will shape the 




Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, & Communication 
To effectively implement the proposed solution of Home-grown Accountability, there are three 
elements to consider: the change implementation plan, the change process monitoring and evaluation, 
and the plan to communicate. These three elements represent all facets of the implementation by 
ensuring that the following are in place: a tactical plan that provides an overview of roles, timeline and 
resources, and issues (change implementation plan); a plan to ensure change maintains momentum and 
direction (change process monitoring and evaluation); and an engagement plan that considers each 
stakeholder group, their anticipated reactions to the change, and how they can contribute (plan to 
communicate). 
Chapters 1 and 2 identify the problem of practice and the context in which improvements will take 
place. Chapter 3 builds on the foundation of these chapters, particularly the guiding questions and 
underlying concepts described within and the virtually constructed leadership model for effective 
implementation. This leads to moving the proposed solution out of the theoretical realm to the practical 
implementation, including next steps and future considerations.  
Change Implementation Plan 
 The change implementation plan lays the foundation for the change. It describes the overall 
implementation plan, the implications of the selected change for the organization, its goals and 
priorities, and potential issues. Underpinning the entire change implementation plan is the change 
model of appreciative inquiry and the strength-based mindset, modelling the approach to change even 
within the plan. 
Implementation Plan 
The implementation plan is one of three key elements that includes the plan to communicate 
the change process and change process monitoring and evaluation. While the implementation plan is 




discussed further in this chapter: monitoring and evaluation and communications plans. The 
implementation plan considers the roles, timeline, and resources, potential implementation issues and 
limitations, and developing momentum. 
Roles 
The roles of the Centre have been described from various perspectives throughout this OIP. For 
the purpose of the implementation plan, each of the roles are examined to identify their priorities in the 
change and change effort and presented in Appendix A. Unique to this description is the addition of the 
change leader (the author) and executive director of the Centre as they have specific priorities and 
efforts. In addition to the priorities and efforts described, the benefits of the change are identified. This 
will support the development of the plan to communicate. 
Each of the stakeholder’s respective priorities reflect two elements: their particular 
organizational interests according to their role and the interests of the Centre. This is reflective of the 
motivations that all contributors share in relation to their role with the Centre and the Hub: dedication 
and passion for the work of the Centre as discussed in the “Key Influences on the Centre” section in 
Chapter 1. Of additional interest is that, in each of the stakeholder’s priorities, the future of the Centre is 
highlighted. This reinforces the considerable commitment being made to the humanitarian work of the 
organization and its success. The stakeholder priorities in Appendix A offer insight into both the 
strengths and needs that each stakeholder group brings to the table. It is important that these priorities 
are recognized as contributing to the overall priorities of the change implementation plan. 
Timeline and Resources 
The activities for the implementation period are focused on the initial engagements of the home 
organizations. As there are approximately 10 home organizations to engage in this solution, they will be 
initiated in groups. In starting with a few of the home organizations at a time where success is likely, the 




poised to take on this type of change. Building on the tasks identified in the solution (Chapter 2), each 
task is assigned a timeline and required financial resources (Table 9). These tasks are divided by the 
stages of the four Ds (discovery, dream, design, and destiny); however, it is not as straightforward as 
each task following upon the completion of the previous task.  
Analysis of the implementation tasks and the concrete financial resources that are allocated to 
each task (found in Table 9) demonstrates a commitment to collaboration: the majority of the financial 
resources are dedicated to activities that support cultivating relationships and engagement. This 
demonstrates that the work of the Centre is intentionally connected not only to the concept of 
humanitarianism, but also to how humans will be recognized and valued, and how their input will be 
incorporated into the future of the Centre. Additionally, there is a sense of momentum in that the tasks 
in the design and destiny phases allow the Centre to embrace becoming a learning organization by 
beginning with a few relationships, learning from the experience, and continuing to expand to other 
national teams. Note that implementation tasks are the beginning of the change, the change model is 
iterative and responsive to that which is learned through the process, meaning that the expected 
change effort will continue as this change becomes engrained in the culture of the Centre. While these 
tasks are identified from the outset, it is important that change leaders be prepared to learn from the 
experience and adjust as required, which reflects Senge’s (2006) continuous improvement by observing 
the whole (i.e., systems thinking, a key capability of a learning organization). The impetuous for 
changing direction can come from many sources: stakeholders, momentum, and even the changing 
environment in which the Centre operates. While the vision for the change is well established, the path 





Table 9  
 
Implementation Tasks 
Task Month Financial Responsible Notes 




Initiation workshop for staff       $4,000 Change leader ● Travel and lodging for core staff 
Engagement workshops       $3,000 Change leader ● For initiation, monitoring, and 
evaluation  
Design Policy and procedure development       $0 Change leader ● Includes templates (MOUs, terms, 
plans) 
Cultivating of the relationship  2 countries    $5,000 Executive director, 
volunteer leaders 
● Travel and lodging for change 
leader and executive director to 
meet with home organizations   4 countries   $7,500 
   4 countries  $7,500 




  4 countries   $0 
   4 countries  $0 
Training on systems of the Centre       $0 Core staff  
Destiny Participation in projects of the Centre   2 countries $2,000  
per 
organization, 
paid by home 
organization 
Volunteer leads and 
home organization 
leaders 
● Ongoing meetings twice per year 
   4 countries 
    4 countries 





Implications of Home-grown Accountability on the Centre 
 The work of the Centre is at the heart of the Hub (The Hub, 2020), and this OIP will significantly 
enhance the ability of the Centre to reach its goals. Accountability and collaboration are transferable 
skills: where they will support the work of the Centre in its specific goals, they also translate to more 
effectiveness throughout the parent organization. The selected change is intended to engage the home 
organizations of the volunteer leaders in a more meaningful way that leverages the relationships and 
accountability structure to improve their contributions to the Centre. Therefore, the goal of this solution 
is to solidify the relationships between the Centre and the home organizations through multiple 
contacts rather than relying on one individual (i.e., a volunteer leader) to act as the conduit between the 
two entities. This enhanced relationship will have many benefits to both the Centre and the home 
organizations, one of which is increased accountability and collaboration. 
 In the “Organizational Context” section of Chapter 1, we saw an overview of the organization, 
including the Hub, the national teams, the reference centres (of which the Centre is one), and the 
structure of the Centre itself. With the addition of the home organization leaders in this solution, Figure 
5 depicts a revised Figure 1 to show how the home organization leaders will be more closely connected 
to the Centre while still being at arm’s-length from the actual operations. With the home organization 
leaders being more connected to the work of the Centre, it is also important to revise the compensation, 
commitment, and possible accountabilities of both the home organization leaders and the volunteer 
leaders (see Table 10). The core staff and volunteer contributors’ roles do not change in this solution 
and therefore remain unchanged from the roles illustrated in Table 1. Table 10 illustrates how the 




Figure 5  
 
Revised Relationships between the Centre, Volunteer Leaders, and Home Organization Leaders 
 
 
Table 10  
 
Revised Staff Home Organization Leaders in Staff Types 




Current ● Typically volunteers to this organization based 
on their positions within paid professional 
positions with their respective home 
organizations 
● High expectation of commitment 
● Informally accountable for the commitments 
they individually make  
● Reputationally accountable for the directives 
Revised No change ● Formally accountable to their respective home 
organizations for the commitments they and 
their home leaders make  






Current ● Hold paid professional positions with their 
respective home organizations 
● Little to no commitment to the Centre 
● No accountability to the Centre 
Revised ● Hold paid professional positions with their 
respective home organizations 
● High expectation of commitment and 
representation with their peers in the home 
organization 
● Informally accountable for the commitments 
they make to the Centre 





While the home organization leaders have more input into decisions about the change, it is important to 
note that those who are in a position to create policy (the home organization leaders) may be too 
distanced from the actual work to make meaningful change (Dudar et al., 2017). Therefore, in this 
solution we rely on them to create the conditions for accountability, but they are not responsible for the 
change described in this implementation plan. 
Principles of the Change 
 The “Critical Organizational Analysis” section, found in Chapter 2, leverages Whitney and 
Trosten-Bloom’s (2010) SOAR model against the four Ds of appreciative inquiry (Stavros et al., 2016). For 
the purpose of clarity in this change implementation plan, we will discuss the stages described by the 
four Ds; in addition, each element of the SOAR (strengths, opportunities, aspirations, and results) model 
will be integrated throughout. As appreciative inquiry is the backbone of this change implementation 
plan, it is important to note that while this plan does map out a pathway to successful implementation 
of the change, the final plan must be adjusted to incorporate the needs of team members and 
stakeholders. This assumption underpins all of the priorities and plans described here and will be further 
explored in the plan to communicate the change process. 
The preliminary stages of the four Ds model are explored in the “Critical Organizational Analysis” 
section: both the discovery and dream phases are done by recasting the drivers and restraining factors. 
The next phase, design, is critical to putting forth an aspirational plan for the change. In the future state 
of the organization there were three overall priorities (see the priority column in Table 11). At this point 
in the implementation plan, these priorities can be viewed as overarching principles as they are applied 
to the solution (see the principle column in Table 11). Patton (2017) describes a methodology of 
principles-focused evaluation; by establishing these priorities as principles early in the implementation 
plan, we are also setting up for effective evaluation that is grounded in a constructivist paradigm. This 




Table 11  
 
Priorities and Principles of Change 
Priority Principle Simplified principle 
Value the motivations of contributors All contributors come from different backgrounds 
and that diversity is an asset in creating sustainable 
change 
Our diversity is an asset 
Create the conditions for a culture that 
understands the interconnected nature of 
contributions and values insight into the whole 
All contributors must seek to understand as 
implications of action may not be immediately 
visible, but are always felt 
Individual actions create 
change to the whole 
Enable and encourage the Centre to become a 
learning organization (Senge, 2006) 
All contributors must seek to learn from the 
experiences of others and themselves and apply that 
learning for the betterment of the Centre 
Continuous improvement is 
key to success 
 
The design phase encourages us to think widely about the possible change, its implications, and how we 
will undertake these activities. In the “Resources” section (see Table 5) of the “Home-grown 
Accountability” solution discussed in Chapter 2, there are a series of eight tasks described, ranging from 
policy and procedure development to ongoing evaluation. The eight tasks are what Kang (2015) would 
describe as micro changes: the small behavioural or task-based changes that must occur to see change 
happen. However, Kang (2015) also describes macro-change management as the systems-wide thinking 
that applies principles and values for a concurrent attitudinal shift. In this design phase, we zoom out to 
identify goals and priorities for this specific solution, particularly in the changes that must occur system-
wide. 
Goals and Priorities 
 The main goal of the change is to increase collaboration and accountability amongst members of 
this described team to support the Centre in reaching its goals. To achieve this goal, we link together the 
principles, the tasks (micro changes), and the attitudinal shifts (macro changes) to establish an 
implementation plan. There are two types of attitudinal shifts required: those that will enable the 
change and those that will sustain the change. The first priority from a macro perspective is to support 
leaders, staff, and contributors to make the attitudinal shifts that will enable the change. This shift starts 




status quo. This shift requires embracing appreciative inquiry to address what Stavros et al. (2016) 
describe as negativity bias that could undermine the approach to change. 
 Kotter and Schlesinger (2008) examine this reconciliation by describing resistance to change. 
Resistance to change is a set of behaviours and attitudes that reflect unwillingness to make a change 
(Ford & Ford, 2009). Resistance can have serious effects on a change initiative and requires flexibility 
and adaptability to fully understand and support those that may be exhibiting this set of behaviours. 
Thundiyil et al. (2015) also describe the concept of change cynicism and compares it to the concept of 
trust, ultimately noting that trust in leadership can address negative resistance. The leadership approach 
of virtually constructed leadership focuses heavily on trust as a key tenet through adaptive and 
authentic leadership. 
 Ford and Ford (2009) describe a second attitudinal shift on the part of leaders: seeing resistance 
as a resource. Resistance is one of the greatest forms of feedback that leaders will get during the 
implementation of a change (Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). The feedback will likely not be packaged 
neatly, but will offer insight which contributors may not otherwise be willing or able to verbalize. Ford 
and Ford (2009) go on to describe five ways to use resistance to support change: 
• “Boost awareness” (p. 4) by communicating effectively exactly what is intended to change. 
• “Return to purpose” (p. 4) by providing rationale for changes. 
• “Change the change” (p. 4) by learning from each step of the change and being prepared to 
adjust, similar to Senge’s (2006) learning organization and one of the principles of this change: 
continuous improvement is key to change. This is also reflective of the PDSA application. 
• “Build participation and engagement” (p. 5) by valuing diversity as a strength. 
• “Complete the past” (p. 6) by considering past-change initiatives to learn from their experiences. 
These ways to use resistance represent behaviours that are clearly linked to the principles of this 




these ways to use resistance are reflective of the virtually connective leadership approach in that they 
are responsive to the challenges of team, respectful of individual experiences, and rely on contributions 
of those individuals to the whole. 
The Centre is relatively young as an organization. At this time there is not a strict hierarchy of 
how initiatives are managed and this is a benefit to the leadership: pitfalls such as silos or strict roles and 
responsibilities have not yet hindered the Centre’s ability to collaborate. Kotter (2014) discusses the 
dual-operating system that has both a hierarchy and a matrix or network type organization where there 
is cross-function and rampant communication between areas of the organization. As the Centre is 
currently in a period of growth, we are practiced at operating in this dual-system, but Kotter suggests 
that as we mature we will lose this ability. Losing this ability would be a huge challenge for the Centre as 
we would no longer be nimble enough to operate in our virtual international environment to the same 
degree of effectiveness. This represents a third attitudinal shift: one of the principles of a dual operating 
system (Kotter, 2014) is the “‘get-to’ mindset, not a ‘have-to’ one” (p. 11). Shifting from “have-to” to 
“get-to” again reflects one of the priorities of this implementation plan as it is directly connected to the 
motivation and diversity as an asset. 
To summarize, the three attitudinal shifts described here are understanding the opportunity for 
change and embracing appreciative inquiry, celebrating resistance as a resource, and seeing the change 
as “get-to” rather than “have-to.” Ultimately these attitudinal shifts will be required at each level of 
staff, from volunteer leaders to core staff to home organization leaders; however, the first priority is for 
the volunteer leaders to embrace these shifts. As they will all be part of driving the change, gathering 
consensus on the need for these shifts will be manageable; however, enacting the behaviours that come 




Destiny in Action 
 Destiny is the fourth phase of the four Ds approach to change. As appreciative inquiry embraces 
incorporating varied perspectives and learning through the process, the destiny of the change is 
determined as the change is implemented. This is not to say that there is not a path, but instead that the 
final future state cannot be described in finite terms. Mintrop (2016) describes this phenomenon of 
changes changing through implementation and that this is not a bad thing; if a change changes as the 
plan is implemented, that represents growth, learning, and proper engagement of stakeholders to 
gather their feedback. While Mintrop’s study shows that implementation of change can be challenging 
due to insular perspectives, this threat to change is significantly reduced in the work of the Centre as 
there is such diversity in the stakeholders involved. By adding the organizational leaders, this further 
reduces the risk of groupthink as new perspectives are anticipated and invited at regular intervals. While 
the plan cannot be final without significant consultation, it is important to have a base. 
Potential Implementation Issues and Limitations 
Based on the implementation plan and organizational readiness, there are four key areas for 
potential implementation issues: reluctance to participate on the part of the home organizations, 
changing of staff, ability to secure required funding, and potential shifts in the Hub’s overall strategy. 
This solution presents a shift in engagement on the part of the home organizations. Where there is little 
in terms of documentation for commitment of their human resources (i.e., the volunteer leader), when 
requesting formalized agreements there is always the risk that the home organizations may become 
reluctant to commit. This risk is mitigated by dedicating resources for in-person meetings between the 
home organizations’ leaders, volunteer leaders, change leaders, and executive directors. These in-





Changing of staff is a risk to any change initiative. Changing of staff can be for a number of 
reasons: departure from the organization, redeployment in another area of the organization, or 
transferring of responsibilities. When staff does change, the change leader loses an ally in that they have 
developed a relationship with and dedicated time to understanding the staff member’s needs, and come 
to rely on that staff member. There is little more that a leader can do to mitigate this risk other than 
highlighting the change principle that diversity is a strength and additional ideas will strengthen the 
change. The ability to secure funding is always a challenge for the Centre. As discussed in the 
“Organizational Context” section in Chapter 1, funding is always shifting. In this case, relying on funding 
from a variety of home organizations presents both risk and benefit: a risk in that there is inconsistent 
commitment to funding and a benefit in that there are more potential sources of funding. 
Finally, the Hub’s strategy for the next 10 years (until 2030) has been communicated. While it is 
unlikely that there will be dramatic changes to the areas of focus, different areas will change their 
priorities throughout the next 10 years. This may indicate shifts in funding for the Centre. The best 
approach to mitigating this risk is through advocacy and clear communication that demonstrates the 
value of the work of the Centre. There are limitations to this plan. While the Centre has conducted its 
work over the past decade successfully, it relies heavily on home organizations to commit in both effort 
and financially. Relying on dispersed organizations with their own national priorities can limit the ability 
of leadership to make meaningful, sustainable change. The limitations are not new to the Centre. 
Momentum through Process 
It is important to build momentum for the change. This can effectively be done through the 
determination and achievement of meaningful sub-goals. Amabile and Kramer (2011) describe this as 
the progress principle. The progress principle is where momentum is built through small wins along the 
path to the goal. Sub-goals for this OIP include those outlined in Table 12. The short-term and medium-




Table 12  
 
OIP Sub-goals 
Short-term goals (~6 months) Medium-term goals (~18 months) 
● Completing the development of standard tools and templates 
within the first two months of the project 
● Two home organizations committing to the work of the Centre 
by signing agreements within the first six months of the project 
● Securing initial funding (approximately $10,000) with a home 
organization in the first two months of the project 
● Completing surveys of core staff, contributors, and volunteer 
leaders within the first month of the project 
● Establishment of a platform for collaboration and 
accountability within the first six months of the project 
● Connecting home organizations to one another for projects 
with the Centre; 2 or more home organizations taking lead on 
initiatives within the first year 
● Home organizations making long-term commitments to the 
Centre through financial or time within the first year 
● Diversifying the contributors by adding four new contributors 
from underrepresented countries in the first year 
● Additional recognition from the Hub for the work of the Centre 
at annual general meeting in first year 
 
 
The implementation plan described here is based on significant shifts in the overall structure of 
the work of the Centre and introduces home-grown accountability structures. While the plan and its 
associated goals offer a roadmap, there is an old adage that indicates that what is evaluated is what gets 
done. Corrigan (2018) explains that the “stories and lenses that evaluators use determine what they see, 
and their intervention in the project often determines the direction of the work” (para. 11). Therefore, a 
strong implementation plan is one that is supported through a strong evaluation plan. 
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation 
 
The basis for change process monitoring and evaluation is reaching the goal of the change and 
OIP: to increase collaboration and accountability amongst members of the described team to support 
the Centre in reaching its goals. Monitoring and evaluation should be woven into the implementation as 
a foundational element, reflecting Senge’s (2006) notion of a learning organization. This section outlines 
a plan for monitoring, how the process of change will influence the change itself, and a plan for 
evaluation.  Monitoring and evaluation are two distinct tools for supporting change initiatives. According 
to the Hub’s internal monitoring and evaluation structures, monitoring is “the routine collection and 
analysis of information to track progress against set plans” (The Hub, 2011, p. 11), whereas evaluation 




(The Hub, 2011, p. 13). It is critical that both of these elements are planned for, as without this planning, 
they could be perceived as punitive and defeat their very purpose of continuous improvement.  
Monitoring and evaluation can take a variety of forms; however, when considering this OIP from 
a constructivist perspective, it is important to focus on constructing understanding of success with 
stakeholders. McLarnon et al. (2019) describe participatory monitoring and evaluation as an 
engagement strategy. This type of engagement is critical to seeing monitoring and evaluation as 
integrated into the implementation, rather than outside and detached. To further examine how the 
constructivist lens shapes monitoring and evaluation, we must remember the Thomas theorum: if we 
perceive “situations as real, they are real in their consequences” (Thomas & Thomas, 1928, p. 572). The 
Thomas principle effectively indicates that in co-constructing our shared understanding of progress, that 
which we determine – whether factually accurate or not – has real consequences. In this organizational 
context, the virtual nature of the organization lends itself even more to the construction of 
understanding as assumptions and trust are required to carry out tasks. This is reflected even further in 
the cultural and political frames of this OIP as the negotiation of value and artifacts are key in crafting 
the shared understanding. Moen and Norman (2009) emphasize that “what makes beliefs true is not 
logic but results” (p. 4); in this case, if results are perceived, then results have been achieved. 
It is important to note that this monitoring and evaluation plan leverages tactics that require 
input from individuals. While the activities described are not for research or publication purposes, it is 
important to ensure that contributions are protected through confidentiality and clear explanations of 
how the collected information will be used. As the leader, I commit to acting transparently and 
upholding ethical behaviours in gathering, analyzing, and protecting individuals’ information. In this 
monitoring and evaluation plan, the actions of the leader are supported by the virtually connected 
approach to leadership. Each element of the VCL model is present in monitoring and evaluation: 




values of the leader; adaptive in that they are focused on accountability for the purpose of learning and 
capacity development; and connective in that they are participatory and driven by the needs of the 
individuals within the organization. 
Monitoring 
The goal of monitoring is to help “identify trends and patterns, adapt strategies and inform 
decisions for project/programme management” (The Hub, 2011, p. 11). Monitoring is very much a 
formative assessment for improvement, and it is the basis of the plan, do, study, act (PDSA) cycle. 
Monitoring seems simple at the outset. Based on the changes – whether micro or macro as 
described above in the “Change Implementation Plan” section – a leader can create performance 
indicators that demonstrate and document progress towards the ultimate goal. If the performance 
indicator reflects success at a particular planned time, then the change is deemed to be a success. 
However, meaningful change is never as straightforward and rarely as simple to monitor, particularly 
when there are attitudinal shifts required. This indicates that leaders must be nimble and able to 
respond as they learn through the monitoring process, not only to gauge progress, but also to be 
reflective of where the change is leading. 
The Hub (2011) describes a variety of types of monitoring. For the purpose of this plan, we will 
consider three key types: 
● Results monitoring: assessing incremental results as they are achieved throughout 
implementation; 
● Process monitoring: assessing how the plan is being carried out and the behaviours of 
contributors; and 
● Context monitoring: assessing the context in which the team operates to understand potential 




Each of these types of results contribute to leaders understanding the state of change throughout 
implementation. Linking the monitoring plan to the implementation plan, we build on the planned tasks 
for results monitoring, the change behaviours indicated for process monitoring, and the organizational 
context for context monitoring. 
Results Monitoring 
 Monitoring of results is completed by developing specific timelines and lines of inquiry for each 
planned key task. See Appendix C for an overview by phase of the change implementation of each task. 
Typically, the lines of inquiry reflect the assembly of qualitative data which will then be analyzed for 
themes to improve the process. In some tasks, such as Securing signed MOUs, there are quantitative 
measures, in which case a performance indicator is also noted. Monitoring the results of these changes 
is focused on learning more about how to improve the change as it is implemented. Results tell the story 
of how effective the change has been. While this type of monitoring relies on qualitative analysis of 
results, it is somewhat objective, indicating whether the results are as expected or not. Of particular 
interest will be results monitoring in the design phase as this is the point at which full engagement of 
home organizations comes into force. 
Process Monitoring 
The baseline for process monitoring is the expected efforts as described by the stakeholders in 
the implementation plan. For each stakeholder, specific process monitoring tactics are described in 
Appendix B. These progress monitoring tactics are all qualitative and designed completely for the 
purpose of process improvement. Recall the assumptions identified in “Testing for Implementation of 
the Home-Grown Accountability” solution in Chapter 2: testing of these assumptions is integrated into 
the lines of inquiry in Appendix B. Considering the process monitoring tactics described in Appendix B, 
we see that there is considerable input required by contributors. This has a dual-benefit to the project: it 




it helps to position the contributors as driving the change. The monitoring activities are an additional 
opportunity for leaders to connect with contributors and continue to strengthen the relationship. These 
meaningful opportunities allow the leader to connect, to listen, and to adjust the plan as requested and 
as required. This will be particularly important at the onset of the change with home organizations’ 
leaders as they will just be starting to see themselves as contributors. Process monitoring offers an 
additional opportunity to volunteer leaders, including myself and the executive director: we are forced 
to reflect on how our actions are positively or negatively having an impact on the change. This 
contributes to the overall sense of the Centre becoming a learning organization. 
Context Monitoring 
 Both the results and process monitoring are inwardly focused, meaning that they reflect what 
the team sees as required support and success. However, it is important to also monitor the context in 
which we operate to ensure that we are responding appropriately to changes in the environment that 
might adversely affect the success of the change implementation. This is done through risk 
identification. 
 Possible external risks to this OIP include: major macroeconomic changes in the world, creating 
funding instability for non-profit organizations; protectionism that may reduce home organizations’ 
willingness to contribute to an international effort; major strategic shifts in priorities of the Hub or home 
organizations that may threaten the relationships the Centre develops with home organizations; and 
restrictions on relationship-building practices (e.g., international travel, communication platforms) that 
will make it very difficult to build and sustain relationships. Monitoring for these risks is a responsibility 
of all key staff. In the case that any of these risks come to threaten the work of the Centre, it is the 
responsibility of the change leader and executive director to adjust accordingly to support the 




Adjusting the Change 
The purpose of monitoring is to ensure that the change implementation is occurring as expected 
and that progress is made. In addition, monitoring allows leaders to learn throughout the process and 
make adjustments to improve effectiveness and efficiency. Through monitoring, leaders must be able to 
recognize success, and, more importantly, where there is potential for further success. Taken from the 
strength-based approach of appreciative inquiry, it is possible that through the monitoring process, 
leaders may realize that the goal of the change itself requires realignment with what is happening either 
inside the change/organization or outside of it (Wilson, 2013). 
From a constructivist perspective, where appreciative inquiry is a participatory process (MacCoy, 
2014), success is co-constructed by those that are implementing the change. The leader must be open to 
a shift in the goal of the change if the team believes that it is necessary. Coming to the shared belief that 
the shift is necessary is a little more challenging. This is where the PDSA cycle can support leaders in 
determining what shifts must occur. In the PDSA cycle, the third step is the study phase. It is in the study 
phase that leaders examine the data from doing that indicates how the act should occur. While the 
PDSA can occur at a micro level such as the planning, doing, studying, and acting on specific tasks, it is a 
responsibility of the change leader to be considering the entire change implementation as a macro-PDSA 
cycle. In doing so, the leader reflects on – personally and through monitoring activities with other key 
staff – questions such as: 
● With the micro shifts we have made in implementing tasks of the change, how are we 
progressing towards the overall goal of the change? 
● Is the overall goal of the change still possible? 
It is a balancing act for the change leader in that I must maintain a sense of vision and instill confidence 




To accomplish this, I must adopt leadership behaviours that are facilitative such as those exemplified in 
connective (Watson, 2013) and adaptive leadership (key approaches in virtually constructed leadership). 
Evaluation 
 Evaluation is the application of judgement on the success of change implementation. Evaluation 
is often a summative process that requires reflection on all that has happened and measurement against 
the stated goal, regardless of how the goal has shifted throughout the implementation. Watson (2013) 
describes evaluation of complex change in that it “requires an approach that will acknowledge multiple 
realities, diverse stakeholders and different activities” (p. 393). The complex change towards increased 
collaboration and accountability will certainly require the perspectives of all involved to determine 
success.  
In this OIP there is one quantifiable metric of success against which the change can be 
measured: the number of MOUs signed between the Centre and home organizations. However, that one 
metric cannot adequately reflect the attitudinal and behavioural shifts that those signed MOUs may 
represent. Therefore, it is important to consider the qualitative side of evaluation to tell the story of 
success. Deming (2018) indicated that “It is wrong to suppose that if you can’t [sic] measure it, you can’t 
manage it” (p. 26). This is of particular interest as there is very little in terms of quantifiable data that 
can be measured in this change implementation; however, increased accountability is crucial to the 
future success of the Centre. Therefore, we turn to more creative, fit-for-purpose approaches such as 
Patton’s (2017) principles-focused evaluation. This type of principles-focused evaluation “typically 
operate[s] in dynamic environments striving to meet and serve the diverse needs of diverse 
participants” (p. 16): an apt description of this organizational context and change. 
Principles-focused evaluation is an evaluation of change that requires the leader to reflect on 
how principles have been upheld or grown throughout the change implementation (Patton, 2017). It is 




● How did you adhere to your principles in your behaviours? 
● What are the consequences and results to that adherence?  
To design a principles-focused evaluation, each principle of the change (as described in the 
“Change Implementation Plan” section) is evaluated through key lines of inquiry. See Table 13 for 
sample lines of inquiry for each principle. 
Table 13 
 
Principles-Focused Evaluation Lines of Inquiry 
Principle Lines of inquiry 
Our diversity is an asset ● What are the effects of diversity on the goal of the organization? 
● How is diversity leveraged in our organization?  
Individual actions create 
change to the whole 
 
● What are the individual actions that have contributed to overall success in this change? 
● What are the individual actions that have been detrimental to the overall success in this change? 
● How were changes in the system (Senge, 2006) reflected in individual actions (i.e., how did the 
overall changes affect how specific tasks were completed)? 
Continuous improvement is 
key to success 
 
● What changes to the plan occurred throughout the change implementation? 
● How did these changes modify the overall goal? 
● What effect did these changes have on the success of the implementation? 
● What is the perceived change in accountability in the virtual team? 
To conduct this evaluation, the change leader will complete a series of activities tailored for each group 
in sequence so that the previous group’s input can be considered by the next: 
1. Home organization leaders: virtual workshop 
2. Core staff: virtual workshop with follow-up individual interviews 
3. Volunteer leaders: face-to-face retreat 
4. Executive director and change leader: one-on-one synthesis of results 
With the monitoring plan in place and recognition that the change may change itself throughout 
implementation, the expected results are that the principles of change will be well-adhered to and the 
consequences will be positive for the future of the Centre. 
Monitoring and evaluation in this OIP are tailored to appreciative inquiry in that this approach to 




positive nature of appreciative inquiry paired with the principle of continuous improvement through 
learning ensures that the work of the Centre can remain energizing for contributors. It is through 
monitoring that we ensure that continuous improvement remains an activity priority and that the 
change, whether implemented as designed or grows in itself, is a success. In order for monitoring 
activities to be effective, lines of communication must be open. To support this, we turn to the 
communication plan. 
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and the Change Process 
The approach to communication in this OIP builds on the framing elements that have been 
previously described: constructivism, virtually constructed leadership, and appreciative inquiry. 
Schoeneborn (2011) notes that “organizing is first and foremost a communicative activity” (p. 664); this 
reflects that the communication plan is one of the most tangible elements of the OIP as it reflects the 
tools that the change leader (as described in Chapter 1) uses to facilitate change. Recall in Chapter 1 the 
description of the future state where the Centre continues to operate in an adhocracy: one of the 
defining features of an adhocracy is the requirement for ongoing and effective communication to 
remain on track to reach goals (Toffler, 1970). The communication plan expresses that communication 
in a way that ensures it is strategic and intentional. 
Considering this organizational improvement through constructivism offers particular guidance 
on how to effectively communicate in the Centre. Particularly when constructivism is enacted through 
the process of appreciative inquiry, there is the opportunity for change leaders to “dissolve or transcend 
communication barriers” (Trosten-Bloom & Whitney, 2010, p. 9); contributors are engaged in the 
communication process not just as recipients of information, but also as active participants in 
developing and disseminating messages. Cram (2010) notes that “from social constructionism comes the 
notion that social reality is constructed and maintained through language and communication” (p. 2), 




plan of this OIP, the assumption is noted that the first step to communication is consulting with 
stakeholders. In order for the change to be meaningful and owned by stakeholders, they must have the 
opportunity to contribute to creating the messages. Kall (2019) raises the notion of bottom-up culture: a 
culture in which humans have existed for millions of years by collaborating and demonstrating care for 
one another and their environments. A bottom-up culture is one that eschews directed leadership and 
hierarchy, valuing interdependence instead. 
Virtually constructed leadership exemplifies the constructivist approach to communication in 
that it is built on adaptive leadership that represents support, connective leadership that represents the 
potential for synergy between individuals, and authentic leadership that represents the whole leader. 
Kotter and Cohen (2002) place a greater focus on the emotional elements of change to mirror the 
already highly valued intellectual elements. This focus reflects authenticity in that is demonstrates value 
for the individuals’ emotional side, which is often ignored due to discomfort by the leaders, but it is a 
powerful tool to leverage in communicating change. One of the ways that communications can evoke 
emotions is through storytelling (Lewis, 2019).  
Stories are important in communication (Calabrese et al., 2008). As Crestani (2015) describes in 
the case of change overload or fatigue: “The challenge for communicating change is to ‘switch on’ 
people who have ‘switched off’” (para. 6). Stories allow both contributors and leaders alike to reflect on 
where the organization has come from and project where they envision it in the future. This is further 
supported in appreciative inquiry in Whitney and Schau’s (1998) description that “as an organization’s 
dominant stories change and evolve, so does the organization” (p. 12). As the change leader, storytelling 
supports communication as a powerful tool to create change. There are global needs and key questions 
that apply to most audiences. These include the rationale for the change, the new process, and which 
organizations will be included. In order for communication to create change, it must be tailored to the 




Appendix D describes the key audiences, the goal intended to be reached through 
communication in relation to the change, the audience’s needs expressed as key questions, and how the 
communication is framed. The audiences described require tactics that are specifically aimed at 
addressing their needs and questions. This will be done through framing and a diverse set of tactics. All 
of these tactics will be in service of the goal of the change: increase collaboration and accountability 
amongst members of this described team to support the Centre in reaching its goals. 
Tactics by Stage 
Building on the stages in the appreciative inquiry approach to change, the tactics described for 
this communications strategy are organized to reflect the periods of the implementation (Burke, 2018). 
The specific tactics include a description channel (i.e., how the message will be disseminated), audience 
according to those identified above, the message, the timing, and high-level measures of success. See 
the Appendix E for the complete communication plans by phase: discovery and dream, design, and 
destiny. 
The main focus of the discovery and dream phase is to situate the change within the daily lives 
of all contributors. In it, change is described as a positive force where the benefits and work will be 
shared. A key feature of this phase is to highlight the agency that contributors have in creating change, 
but also the responsibility that is inherent in the implementation. At this point, it is important that 
contributors start to identify as agents of change, rather than as elements to be changed. 
The design phase shifts the focus to building capacity and skills in contributors. Particularly, the 
communications are intended to shift the Centre firmly to being a learning organization that values 
growth. In doing so, the communication plan intends to show dedication to the groups of contributors. 
One of the tactics here is to create a regular opportunity for targeted communication in two 




Constructor for home organizations and volunteer leaders, along with core staff. The intent is that these 
newsletters be fun, mark progress, and be written by the contributors. 
Finally, the destiny phase once again shifts the focus to sustainability. This sustainability comes 
in providing opportunities to continue to grow and influence future initiatives, and places celebration at 
the forefront. A common theme of the communications plan is that it always looks forward to what the 
next phase might need and begins to communicate the knowledge, skills, and attitudes to effectively 
prepare contributors. 
Each of the tactics described in the communication plan is intended to promote inquiry and 
dialogue to encourage learning about and active involvement in the change while it occurs. Whitney and 
Trosten-Bloom (2010) describe beliefs about human nature, one of which is of particular interest: 
“Through human communication ... people can shift their attention and action away from problem 
analysis to lift up worthy ideals and productive possibilities for the future” (p. 2). This communications 
plan is designed for the purpose described by Whitney and Trosten-Bloom in that it leverages 
appreciative inquiry to shift attention to production possibilities. 
Next Steps and Future Considerations 
Each plan included in this chapter is intended to move the OIP from a concept to action by 
indicating specific activities and tactics to support the change. This OIP could have a far-reaching impact 
on the future of the Centre. As this OIP seeks to enhance collaboration and accountability for all 
contributors to the Centre, in achieving the goals, the Centre will be exceptionally well positioned to 
take on challenges that might arise. Collaboration and accountability are so foundational to any 
organization; even more so in today’s changing world. The ability to build these into a virtual 
organization puts the Centre on the cutting edge of successful organizations. By implementing this 




Centre as an organization is stronger. Maintaining that strength is likely the biggest future consideration 
to which leaders in the Centre must give their due attention. 
The approach to change is based on appreciative inquiry. As discussed throughout this OIP, this 
strength-based approach is well suited to the Centre as it has a dynamic set of contributors and their 
respective home organizations. For the Centre to continue the momentum created through this OIP, it 
must continue to live by the principles described in the OIP: our diversity is an asset, individual actions 
create change to the whole, and continuous improvement is key to success. As contributors change and 
in order for this to continue to be successful, it will be important to explicitly include these principles as 
part of the onboarding process that describes the culture of the Centre. By successfully implementing 
this change, the Centre is uniquely positioned to support many other organizations at a macro level, 
including the home organizations of volunteer leaders, partner organizations, and even other reference 
centres of the Hub. At a micro level, the individual contributors of the Centre are developing 
foundational skills that can be carried to their home teams throughout the world. A next step for this 
OIP could be to formalize learning and scale this newfound capacity for collaboration and accountability 
as a model and facilitator of development. 
An additional future consideration is in the future profile of the Centre within the context of the 
Hub. The Centre is actively raising its own profile within the Hub through advocacy campaigns, 
recognition in official strategy and policies, and integrating its activities further in the humanitarian work 
of the world by reaching outside of the Hub to partners. Achieving the successes described in this OIP 
will further the Centre’s reputation and ability to meet its wider goals within the Hub. In turn, with 
additional recognition and position comes resources. With resources comes the potential to further the 





It bears repeating that the Centre must continue to strengthen its capacity for continuous 
learning and improvement. This means being open to new approaches to leadership that reflect the 
needs of team members in our changing world. While the successes of implementing this OIP are 
positive, they should never be considered a final decision that will be carried forward indefinitely; to do 
so would ignore one of the principles and undercut the entire initiative.  
The development of this OIP has sparked new areas for exploration in the area of leading 
international virtual teams of volunteers. These sparks can be summarized in the proposition of three 
future areas for research: 
• How do leaders maintain and embrace individuality of contributions from volunteers in a virtual 
world? 
• How can leaders facilitate the coming together of like-intended individuals? Specifically, how 
can leaders find these individuals and invite them to participate fully? 
• How can virtually constructed leadership support the inclusive participation of diverse voices 
where issues of access and power vary considerably throughout the world? This is of particular 
importance where the voices that might have the most diverse perspective are the most difficult 
to engage. 
Each of these leadership questions continue from the common perspective that constructivism offers 
this OIP. Each one also broadens the potential viewpoint by recognizing that in an international, virtual 
environment where beneficiaries include everyone in the world, not only will the voices of the team 
have significant impact, but so will the voices of the collective mosaic of beneficiaries. 
Chapter Summary 
Chapter 3 began with the change implementation plan that set the foundation for 
implementation by identifying the specific goals and priorities, then linking them with specific roles, 




implementation. With the implementation plan in hand, the monitoring and evaluation plan continued 
to build on learning through results, process, and context monitoring. These elements combine to 
provide insight into how the Centre is progressing through and learning from the change as it occurs. 
Ultimately, the evaluation plan reflects the constructivist framing of this OIP by employing a principles- 
focused evaluation. Finally, the change plan describes key messages by audience to support the leaders 
to effectively champion this change. 
OIP Conclusion 
As we close on the final chapter of the OIP, we have completed the transition from evidence to 
action. Where Chapter 1 focused on the overall context and problem identification from a theoretical 
perspective, Chapter 3 is grounded in tangible actions that, combined, will support the change through 
implementation. This OIP is not detached from the leaders that will implement those tasks. That is to say 
that I must own the plan and commit to enacting it with integrity in order for the change to be 
successful. The approach to change of appreciative inquiry aligns beautifully with my personal 
leadership vision to be the medium through which people come together with humility to develop as 
individuals and as a community, which indicates personal readiness to advance the cause and humility in 
recognizing that change be achieved alone. 
This OIP set out to support an international virtual non-profit team in strengthening elements 
that are at the core of its effectiveness: collaboration and accountability. By doing so with the virtually 
constructed leadership approach and appreciative inquiry change model, intangible benefits were 
identified that will serve the Centre long after this change is implemented. These intangible benefits 
include the ability to see potential in any situation, the ability to leverage diversity to advance, and the 
ability to continuously improve as a learning organization. With increased collaboration and 
accountability, along with these additional benefits, the Centre is positioned to continue serving 
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Appendix A: Stakeholder Priorities, Change Efforts, and Benefits 
Stakeholder Priorities Change effort Benefits of the change 
Change Leader 
(author) 
● Champion strengths and opportunities for 
change 
● Facilitate attitudinal shifts amongst volunteer 
leaders 
● Layout base implementation plan 
● Conduct workshops on appreciative inquiry 
● Describe base implementation plan 
● Oversee engagement strategy (plan to 
communicate change) 
● Facilitate monitoring and resulting 
adjustments 
● Same as volunteer leaders 
Executive 
Director of the 
Centre 
● Ensure effectiveness of the Centre throughout 
the change 
● Champion strengths and opportunities for 
change 
● Stability in the Centre’s ability to meet needs 
● Model value for the change 
● Participate actively in planning, monitoring, 
and communication 
● Champion change 
● Secure resources and commitments from 
national teams and the Hub 
● Increased accountability from contributors 
● Increased collaboration and advancement of the Centre 
● Increased reach to national teams 
Volunteer 
Leaders 
● Maintain influence and autonomy 
● Shape the future of the Centre  
● Demonstrate success of Centre initiatives for 
home organizations 
● Continue work of the Centre 
● Participate in engagement of stakeholders 
● Connect home organizations to the Centre 
● Support from home organization (e.g., protected time) 
● Increased insight and voice to home organization 




● Demonstrate value to the home organization for 
increased investment 
● Identify potential areas for influence on policy 
initiatives 
● Support and encourage respective volunteer 
leaders 
● Participate in activities of the Centre 
● Represent the Centre with home 
organization peers 
● Increased input to the work of the Centre 
● Advanced insight into the work of the Centre for 
national programs 
● Access to collaborators around the world 
Core Staff ● Ensure that changes are efficient and sustainable ● Participate in engagement sessions 
● Provide feedback throughout the process 
● Adapt to changed procedures and support 
volunteer leaders as required 
● Increased accountability from volunteer leaders 
● Increased efficiency in decision making and direction 
from volunteer leaders 
● Higher output and progress 
● Additional reach into national teams (e.g., for funding) 
Contributors ● Work of the Centre is still completed (stability) ● Participate in engagement sessions 
● Provide feedback throughout the process 






Appendix B: Process Monitoring Tactics 
Stakeholder Change effort Tactic / lines of inquiry 
Change Leader 
(author) 
● Strengthen shared understanding 
of appreciative inquiry 
● Describe base implementation plan 
● Oversee engagement strategy (plan 
to communicate change) 
● Facilitate monitoring/ adjustments 
● Documented reflection (change leader is responsible for overall 
monitoring); monthly 
○ How can I support the team most effectively? 
○ What communication methods are most effective? 
○ If I were to redesign the implementation plan with what I know 
now, what would I do differently? 
Executive Director 
of the Centre 
● Model value for the change 
● Participate actively in planning, 
monitoring, and communication 
● Champion change 
● Secure resources and 
commitments  
● Bilateral debrief (executive director/ change leader); every other 
month 
○ What achievements have we reached? 
○ How can we strengthen relationships with home 
organizations? 
○ What resources are required to implement the change? 
Volunteer Leaders ● Continue work of the Centre 
● Participate in engagement of 
stakeholders 
● Connect home organizations to the 
Centre 
● Focus groups with volunteer leaders; quarterly 
○ What is most remarkable about the success of the change thus 
far? 
○ What are we looking forward to in the change? 
○ How can we strengthen the relationship between the Centre 




● Participate in activities of the 
Centre 
● Represent the Centre with home 
organization peers 
● Post-meeting survey; following each in-person meeting 
○ What are you pleased with receiving from the Centre thus far? 
○ Where your role will shift to oversight of your organization’s 
volunteer leader in relation to the work of the Centre, what 
support do you need from the Centre to do this effectively? 
○ How would you modify the goals of the Centre for the coming 
year? 
Core Staff ● Participate in engagement sessions 
● Provide feedback throughout the 
process 
● Adapt to changed procedures and 
support volunteer leaders as 
required 
● Check-in meetings; monthly 
○ Where do you see success/progress? What support do you 
need? 
● Survey; quarterly prior to volunteer leader focus groups 
○ Knowing what you know at this point in the implementation, 





Appendix C: Results Monitoring Plan 
Task Responsible Timing/ frequency Tools Lines of inquiry 




Change leader Upon completion 
(month 1) 
Survey ● Do you feel prepared and 
confident for implementing 
this change? 




Change leader During each 
workshop (months 3, 
7, and 12) 
Focus groups (with 
workshops) 
● What do you need to 
effectively implement the 
proposed changes? 
● What have you learned 
about the improvement 





Change leader Months 1-2 Template desk review 
by potential home 
organizations 
● What organizational barriers 
do you foresee in engaging 
with the Centre? 




Duration of change Monthly check-ins with 
home organization and 
volunteer leaders 
● What can the Centre do 






Bi-monthly MOU analysis 
Survey to determine 
hours of effort 
● Number of MOUs signed 
○ Expected results: 2 in 
month 6, 6 in month 8, 
and 10 in month 10 
● Approximate hours staff 
effort per MOU signed 
○ Expected results: 70 
hours per country 
Training on 
systems of the 
Centre 
Core staff Month 8 Survey ● What systems do you feel 
most confident with? 
● Which system will support 
you most in your work? 
● What additional system 
would support your work? 
Destiny 
Participation in 
projects of the 
Centre 
Volunteer leaders and 
home organization 
leaders 
Quarterly for the 
duration of change 
One-on-one check-ins 
between executive 
director and home 
organization leaders 
● How can the Centre support 







Appendix D: Audiences and Respective Goals for Communication 






● Engage to influence 
outcome of change 
● Commit as champions of 
change 
● Influence behavioural 
change 
● Facilitate knowledge 
development and use 
● How will this change make my 
work different? 
● What are the new 
responsibilities in this model? 
● Will my access to information 
and decision-making change? 
● How do we engage the home 
organization leaders? 
● You are part of the leadership of this 
change. 
● Increased accountability benefits each of 
you as part of the team and increases the 
cumulative value of your contribution. 
● This change raises the visibility of your 





● Reach for engagement 
● Commit to the Centre 
● Persuade for partnering 
with the Centre 
● What do I get out of becoming 
more engaged in the work of the 
Centre? 
● What are the expectations for 
supervising the volunteer 
leaders? 
● How can I support the Centre? 
● How long is our commitment to 
the work of the Centre? 
● What additional funding does 
this commit my organization to? 
● What is the need for this 
change? 
● There are not additional supervisory 
requirements. There are some increased 
participation requirements in 
international meetings. 
● This change raises the visibility of your 
work in your home organization and 
internationally. 
● This change ensures more consistent 
participation from all team members, 
meaning that the work of your 
organization’s volunteer leader has higher 
value. 
Core Staff and 
Contributors 
● Engage to influence 
outcome of change 
● Facilitate knowledge 
development and use 
● Ensure transparency with 
changing approach to the 
Centre’s work 
● How does this change my work? 
● Who do I approach for what 
needs? 
● How does the team and funding 
change? 
● Increased accountability means that the 
work will be more predictable. 
● The work does not change for you. You 
have the same communication and 
reporting expectations. 
● This change raises the visibility of your 
work in your home organization and 
internationally. 
Beneficiaries 
of the Centre 
● Ensure transparency with 
changing approach to the 
Centre’s work 
● How does the scope of the 
Centre’s programming change? 
● Are there additional 
opportunities to increase 
outputs of the Centre? 
● The scope of the Centre’s programming 
may be able to increase in the future as 
collaboration leads to efficiency. 
● There are opportunities to get engaged as 
leaders and champions of the change. 
Partner 
Organizations 
● Ensure transparency with 
changing approach to the 
Centre’s work 




● How will the Centre’s 
expectations of our individual 
organizations change? 
● Increased accountability is a model for 
collaboration in international virtual 
teams. 
● This change raises the visibility of your 
work in your home organization and 
internationally. 




Appendix E: Communications Plan by Phase 
Tactic and channel Audience Message and purpose Timing Measure of success 






You are part of the leadership of this 
change. 
Increased accountability benefits each of 
you as part of the team and increases the 
cumulative value of your contribution. 
Increased accountability means that the 
work will be more predictable. 
The work does not change for you. You 
have the same communication and 
reporting expectations. 
Series of 6 over 
the course of a 
month 
Full participation and 
attendance by 90% of 
volunteer leaders and 







The scope of the Centre’s programming 
may be able to increase in the future as 
collaboration leads to efficiency. 
Increased accountability is a model for 
collaboration in international virtual teams. 
Monthly for the 
duration of the 
change 
75% open rate within two 






leaders, core staff, 
volunteer leaders 
This change raises the visibility of your work 
in your home organization and 
internationally. 
Increased accountability means that the 
work will be more predictable. 
Monthly for the 
duration of the 
change 
75% open rate within two 






You are part of the leadership of this 
change. 
There are not additional supervisory 
requirements. There are some increased 
participation requirements in international 
meetings. 
This change raises the visibility of your work 




95% open rate within one 







There are opportunities to get engaged as 
leaders and champions of the change. 
Increased accountability is a model for 
collaboration in international virtual teams. 
Once during 
month 2 
6 new contributing home 










This change raises the visibility of your work 
in your home organization and 
internationally. 
This change raises the visibility of your work 
in your home organization and 
internationally. 
This change ensures consistent 
participation from team members; the 














How accountability and collaboration work 
in an international virtual team. 
One workshop 
delivered twice 








The scope of the Centre’s programming 
may be able to increase in the future as 
collaboration leads to efficiency. 
Increased accountability is a model for 
Monthly for the 
duration of the 
change 
75% open rate within two 





Tactic and channel Audience Message and purpose Timing Measure of success 





leaders, core staff, 
volunteer leaders 
This change raises the visibility of your work 
in your home organization and 
internationally. 
Increased accountability means that the 
work will be more predictable. 
Monthly for the 
duration of the 
change 
75% open rate within two 







This change ensures more consistent 
participation from all team members, 
meaning that the work of the volunteer 
leader has higher value. Significant progress 
is being made and your team has 
contributed. 
Quarterly for 
the duration of 
the change 
process 






All Increased accountability is a model for 
collaboration in international virtual teams. 
Monthly 
starting in 
month 7 for the 
duration of the 
change 
10% audience growth 
rate following each 








The scope of the Centre’s programming 
may be able to increase in the future as 
collaboration leads to efficiency. 
Increased accountability is a model for 
collaboration in international virtual teams. 
Monthly for the 
duration of the 
change 
75% open rate within two 






leaders, core staff, 
volunteer leaders 
This change raises the visibility of your work 
in your home organization and 
internationally. Increased accountability 
means more predictability. 
Monthly for the 
duration of the 
change 
75% open rate within two 







All You are part of the leadership of this 
change. 
There are opportunities to get engaged as 
leaders and champions of the change. 
 
Ongoing from 
month 4 for the 
duration of the 
change 
5% increase of 










leaders, core staff, 
contributors 
Progress is happening and our effort is 
worthwhile. 
Monthly from 
month 6 for the 
duration of the 
project 
90% open rate within one 
week of sending 
Major Milestone 
(video via social 
media) 
All Significant milestones have been met and 
we’re proud of our accomplishments. 
As required by 
milestones 
reached 
5% audience growth rate 





All Change is a process and it will continue as 
we grow and develop. There are 
opportunities to get engaged as leaders and 
change champions. 
Month 11 and 
13 
200 participants at each 
webinar 
 
